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MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR

FROM: Greg Schneldersé S’

SUBJECT: Reorganization of Eedera% Emergency
Preparedness andiRe§bqnse Programs
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management committee be estgbllsp;ﬁ dnd "eHgi req ; by ‘the
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0 Questionnaires for Governors developed jointly
by the Project and the National Governors' Association.

O Meetings with key Federal agency representatives,
interested Congressional Members and Committee staff
and 14 expert consultants now in the private sector.

o Case studies and research papers prepared by
the Project staff on critical 1ssues.

o Involvement with related 1n1t1at1ves, including
the Earthquake Hazard Reduction Task Force, the Work-
ing Group on Terrorism of the Special Coordinating

- Committee and PRM 32 under the Nat10na1 Securlty
Council.

A major emphasis throughout the Project was to establish
and maintain the best possible communications and coordi-
nation with key Administration officials, the Congress,
State and local government leaders and the publlc at large.

Background

As our Nation has grown increasingly complex and depend-
ent on technological systems for food, shelter, transporta-
tion, and communications, large-scale civil emergencies
have steadily grown as a threat to established society.

The range of potentially lifethreatening catastrophes has
expanded. Natural phenomena like earthquakes, tornados

and storms are not new, but industrial, urban and agricul-
tural development has made us more vulnerable to their
destructive power. Technological progress has placed the
nation's civilians in direct jeopardy of military and
terrorist action, and created a new category of manmade
accidental disasters ranging from dam failure and blackouts
to chemical and radiological accidents.

In recent years, these problems have received important
attention at the State and local levels. Nearly all States
and many communities have adopted new .emergency planning
and assistance laws to improve emergency coordinating
authorities. Georgia, for example, developed its first
comprehensive emergency and disaster operations plan while
President Carter was Governor (May 16, 1974) and has re-
cently adopted major changes in its laws patterned after
the plan. Additionally, State and local emergency planning
is now conducted on an "all-hazard" basis, taking advantage
of similarities inherent in preparing for the full range of
potential emergencies without regard to their cause.
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control); Small Business Administration and Farmers' Home
Administration (disaster loans); U.S. Geological Survey,
National Science Foundation and National Bureau of Stand-
ards (earthquake and fire hazard reduction research); HUD
(temporary disaster housing); National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration (hurricane warnings); National Fire
Prevention and Control Administration (fire research and
hazard reduction), and dozens of others.

The effectiveness of these programs depends heavily
upon a parallel involvement and commitment of manpower and
funds by State and local governments. These governments
will most readily provide resources to meet recognizable
threats such as floods, fires, tornados, and earthquakes.
They have shown less enthusiasm in preparing for ‘a threat
which is less immediate but ultimately more devastating—
a nuclear attack upon the United States. On the basis of
extensive interviewing and analysis of current program
performance, our study concludes that a majority of State:
and local governments will treat attack preparedness
seriously only under one of two conditions: (1) the
Federal Government pays 100 percent of the cost, or (2)
there is a demonstrable dual benefit from attack prepared-
ness programs which can be applied in meeting the effects
of natural or manmade calamities for which State and local
governments have the lead role.

Problem Identification

There are serious problems with this organizational
structure. Case studies, questionnaires, extensive con-
sultation with officials at each level of government, in
associations, and in Congress, and analysis of many Con-
gressional, GAO, and executive branch study reports have
virtually all raised serious questions about the perform-
ance of the current organizational structure in antici-
pating and managing the effects of large scale disaster
on the civilian population.

Appendix A, pp. 2 through 10, contains a detailed list
. of the problems identified in the study process. A summary
of the most serious problems includes: :

o Although the President is responsible for
Federal performance in national emergency situations,
no single individual or agency is accountable to the
President for Federal emergency policy or operations.
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o Executive Responsibility. Anticipation of and
planning for civil emergencies is an important executive
responsibility, deserving regular attention and emphasis
at the highest levels of the Federal structure. When a
threat to life and property is large scale, the buck
usually goes immediately to, and stops at the President's
desk.

o State/Local Role. Both attack and natural dis-
aster preparedness programs must be founded on in-place
civilian organization and resources which are primarily
at State and local levels of government and voluntary
organizations. This is true at present expenditure
levels and at any higher expenditure levels which are
foreseeable.

o Use of In-Place Resources. Whenever possible,
emergency responsibilities should be extensions of
regular government responsibilities; the primary organi-
zational task is to coordinate, facilitate, and make
accountable the employment under emergency conditions
of resources that have other uses on a day-to-day basis.

O Mitigation. Hazard mitigation—reducing vulner-
ability of people and property through sensible regula-
tion of land use and building standards—should be a
central long~term thrust of the cooperative Federal,

State, and local effort to deal with potentially pre-
dictable disasters like floods, hurricanes, and earthquakes.

PART II—REORGANIZATION DECISIONS

The central decisions to be made relate to consolidation
of the major emergency planning and coordination agencies,
location of the consolidated agency and its linkage to the
White House. The remaining decision relates to additional
functions or programs that are recommended for transfer to
the consolidated agency.

DECISION No. 1—CONSOLIDATION OF DCPA, FDAA AND FPA

The Project concentrated first on alternative structures
for the three agencies (DCPA, FDAA, FPA) which have the major
coordinative authorities delegated to them by the President.
Each of six alternatives was analyzed against ten criteria
which were developed on the basis of public input and Project



And, to the extent possible, any new organization
should meet program responsibilities more efficiently
and should not create anticipations leading to in-
creased budget pressures.

The detailed comparison of each organizational option
with each criterion appears in Appendix A, beginning at
page 15. The Project finds that the alternative which
most fully satisfies all of the criteria is the consolida-
tion of all three agencies. This would include all func-
tions now assigned to these agencies except stockpile
~disposal which would remain in GSA. Key communications
and engineering functions now performed by the U.S. Army
in direct support of DCPA's civil defense programs would
also transfer. The total number of personnel transferred
to the new agency by the consolidation would be approxi-
mately 1,850, including 225 now under U.S. Army ceiling.

The mission of such an agency, a complete statement of

which is at Appendix E, would be broad and important. It
- would develop, implement and monitor Federal policies and
programs to protect the civilian population and preserve
national resources and constitutional government in antici-
pation of major emergencies. It would coordinate Federal
programs and activities for all phases of civil emergency
planning and management, including preparedness for, miti-
gation of, response to and long-term recovery from the
effects of natural, accidental, and wartime civil
emergencies.

The Administrator will be expected to delegate a number
of operational authorities to other departments or agencies,
with appropriate reallocation of funds and subject to
agreed-upon accounting mechanisms. The Project anticipates
that disaster temporary housing and disaster unemployment
assistance programs will fall in this category. The Project
also believes that the concept of delegate agency funding,
used in the past as a mechanism to assure performance of
preparedness assignments by Federal agencies, should be re-
instituted for essential tasks to be specified by the
Administrator as part of the budget formulation process.

The civil defense and industrial mobilization functions
of the new agency require close and frequent working con-
tacts with the Department of Defense. The Project believes
that the most effective way to provide this link would be
to have a DOD liaison office reporting to the Administrator
of the new agency. Such a staff would be small and manngd
by high-level DOD personnel reflective of Defense expertise
in operations, policy, and resource management. In
developing civil defense and industrial mobilization
policies and functions of the new agency, the Administrator
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— Establishment of a crisis control center
to support Presidential decision-making in
domestic emergencies.

— Institution of an annual report to the
President and Congress on national prepared-
ness for civil emergencies.

— Development of a comprehensive training

program on civil defense, natural disasters,
fire prevention, and peacetime nuclear inci-
dents for Federal, State and local personnel.

— Development of a centralized vulnerability
‘ assessment capability.

o Responding to Congressional initiatives, which
have strong support, for reorganization and program
change by legislation.

0 Consolidation of the large automatic data pro-
cessing systems of FPA and DCPA resulting in improved
" services to the users and in future savings through
decreased procurement of duplicated system components.

o Significant economies and efficiencies realized
through combining separate sets of regional offices and
elimination of operational and administrative duplica-
tion. Preliminary data indicate that a 10 to 15 percent
permanent staff reduction from the initial size of the
consolidated agency can be achieved through attrition
without adversely affecting program performance.

The costs and potential drawbacks associated with the
consolidation include: '

0 Combining civil defense with natural disaster
activities could result in deemphasis of one or the
other.

o The States would expect a more sympathetic
hearing from an agency corresponding more closely to
their own organizations. This could result in pressures
for higher funding.

o Short-term disruption to established capabilities
would be a risk. This is most serious with regard to
FDAA,
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ineffective because of the poorly defined objectives

of DCPA and FPA. This option is preferred by those who
fear that emphasis on civil defense and other attack pre-
paredness programs will be diminished if these programs
are combined in an agency which is also charged with
natural disaster preparedness and response. The OMB
National Security budget division favors this option and
recommends that FPA's functions be added to those of DCPA
within the Defense Department..

The Project notes, however, that the successful
implementation of preparedness programs for both nuclear
attack and natural disasters depends upon the commitment
and involvement of State and local governments. They
have rejected this alternative emphatically. This Project
finds further that these governments are unwilling to
commit substantial resources to preparedness programs
which have no demonstrable payoff in terms of their
contribution to development of a capability to deal with
day-to-day emergencies. The continued separation of
nuclear attack from natural disaster preparedness and
response programs will assure perpetuation of the current
lack of concern about and progress toward development and
maintenance of a capability to protect the civilian popu-
lation in time of attack. This alternative also fails to
take advantage of economies inherent in “dual use" of
emergency-relevant resources as described in Appendix F.
Congress will regard this change (which can be accomplished
by Executive order) as unresponsive and proceed with more
comprehensive changes in program and organization through
legislation.

o Creation of an EOP Oversight Staff

This option would place final responsibility for
monitoring and guiding, as necessary, all Federal emer-
gency policies, plans, and operations coordination in a
staff in the EOP. Such an arrangement would require no
realignment of current organizations with its attendant
disruptions, and would be a significant statement of
concern for and emphasis of Federal emergency responsi-
bilities. It would also partially meet the desire of
Congress and State and local governments that any new
organization resulting from this study be located in the
EOP.

The Project rejected this option for three basic
reasons. First, such an arrangement would enlarge the
EOP staff, which the President wants to keep as small
as possible. Second, this option would‘separate;
coordination and planning from operational functions
to an extent that might well lead to increased,
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civil defense is determined to be important to our strategic
posture, an effective program can be carried out better by

a consolidated civilian agency than by DoD where the program
has always been treated as an afterthought. DoD has no other
significant grant administration programs. Keeping civilian
attack preparedness in DoD, and separate from other programs
which also contribute to "all-hazards" planning, will be
strongly rejected by State and local governments. Finally,
many "strategically significant™ assets are not and have never
been under DoD control—including continuity of government,
industrial mobilization and stockpile, emergency food supply,
transportation networks, and civil defense policymaking which
is in fact formally assigned to FPA.

PRP believes that while marginal improvements over the
status quo can be made with other alternatives, both management
and political criteria indicate strongly that a more sweeping
consolidation of authorities is the preferred alternative.

Each alternative can be accomplished by Executive order.

PRP Recommendation: Consolidate DCPA, FPA, FDAA

DECISION NO. 2—CREATION OF AN INDEPENDENT AGENCY

(This and subsequent decisions are relevant only if the
PRP recommendation in Decision No. 1 is approved.)

The following options were considered as alternative
locations for a consolidated agency:

o Incorporation within the Executive Office of
the President.

o Incorporation as a sub-unit under one of the
three parent agencies (DoD, HUD, GSA) or another agency.

o Creation of an independent agency.

The first option was rejected on the basis that it was
not crucial to the success of the agency and it would more
than double the current size of the EOP. Creation of essen-
tial links of the consolidated agency to the EOP, not its
placement there, was considered the key element.
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functions of the consolidated agency and would, therefore,
be strongly resisted by the national security community.
Whether or not attack preparedness would, in fact, be
downgraded in favor of peacetime disaster priorities in

a domestic agency (and we believe it would), the inter-
national perception would inevitably be that civil defense
was disappearing from the American military strategy.

On the other hand, subordination of the agency within
DOD would raise ob]ections on the basis that it is incon-
sistent with the overall responsibilities of the Defense
Department and extends the military role into civilian
matters far more than is presently the case. Defense has
given scant attention to its civil defense program in the -
past. It would also be especially objectionable to State
and local government, and to voluntary associations and
church groups.

The option of creating a new independent agency has as
its major disadvantage the fact that another Federal agency
is added to the existing inventory of entities reporting
directly to the President. This may be viewed as incon-
sistent with his pledge to reduce the number of agencies.
A secondary disadvantage is that the President will not be
protected by Departmental "layers" from personal criticism
in the event of a mishandled emergency. However, we
believe that independence is absolutely essential to the
success of the new agency and would provide the following
-advantages:

o Immediate accountability of the agency to the
President, who, in any event, bears personally the Con-
stitutional, statutory and political responsibility for
Federal emergency planning and response to major civil
emergencies.

o Increased public visibility for and under-
standing of Federal involvement in emergency planning
and response.

o Elimination of the policy conflicts inherent
in the agency's placement within a major department
or agency both in dealings with its own parent agency
and with other Cabinet level departments.

o Creation of an effective Federal focal point.
without multiple oversight levels on issues of planning,
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be provided by the new agency. We further recommend that
the Administrator be invited to relevant NSC and all
Cabinet meetings. These are flexible devices, permitting
direct access to the President when required. But more
importantly, they would establish the access and visi-
b111ty which the new agency's Administrator will require
to gain cooperation at all levels of government for carry-
ing out responsibilities that are indeed Presidential in
scope and importance.

There has been no opposition to these recommendations
though the National Security Advisor believes the Vice
President should serve on and chair the Committee.

PRP Recommendations: Establish White House Emergency
' Management Committee

Administrator invited to relevant
NSC and all Cabinet meetings

DECISION NO. 4—ADDITIONAL RELATED FUNCTIONS

Approval of the above three decisions will satisfy the
demands made by State and local governments and will meet
little resistance in Congress. Standing alone, the organi-
zation established by those decisions will be stronger and
more stable than similar consolidations described in the
historical survey. (Appendix B).

The Project went beyond the functions of DCPA, FDAA, and
FPA in its analysis, however, and examined in depth 19
further programs and functions which are closely allied with
the major responsibilities of the new agency. In particular,
we looked closely at programs which have separate contacts
with State and local emergency services agencies for spe-
cialized types of emergencies. We also took note of the
fact that the size and breadth of Federal hazard reduction
and disaster mltlgatlon activities have greatly expanded in
recent years, assuming a role of equal importance with re-
sponse plannlng and relief operations. New authorities
since 1973 give the Federal Government important roles in
fire prevention, flood plain management and flood insurance,
weather disaster preparedness, dam safety, radiological
safety, environmental disaster cleanup, and earthquake
hazard reduction. The array of such activities, and the
challenge of coordinating them, is now much greater than
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1. Office of Earthquake Hazard Reduction

P.L. 95-124 requires the designation by August 3,
1978, of a Federal entity as the focal point for co-
ordination of earthquake hazard reduction research and
implementation activities at the Federal, State and
local levels. This role has been assigned on an in-
terim basis to the Office of Science and Technology
Policy (OSTP), which is now developing, in cooperation
with an interagency task force, an implementation plan
as required by the law. OSTP corcurs in the recommen-
dation that the new agency ke assigned responsibility
for developing and coordinating the earthquake hazard
reduction program. (Appendix G)

2., Dam Safety Coordination

There is currently no focal point for coordination
of Federal activities to assist State and local govern-
ments in identifying hazard areas and planning for warn-
ing and evacuation of areas subject to inundation dam
failure. The President will have assessments (from
OSTP) on both Federal dam safety and the appropriate
Federal role with respect to non-Federal dams by the
time the new agency is established. Placing responsi-
bility for implementation of recommendations from these
studies in the new agency will meet a serious need in
this area. OSTP has no objection to inclusion of this
function in the new agency later in the year.

(Appendix H)

3. Warning Oversight and Emergency Broadcast
System Policy

The General Accounting Office has criticized the
lack of coordination among emergency warning systems
and recommended that the Office of Telecommunications
Policy (OTP) assure the integration of disaster and
attack warning system requirements. Since this recom-
mendation, OTP has been abolished and most of its
functions transferred to Commerce. The warning over-
sight function has never been assigned to any agency.

OTP also had responsibility for determining overall
policy and White House requirements related to the
Emergency Broadcast System (EBS). EBS is a means.of
Presidential communication to the general publig in
emergencies and operates through voluntary participa-
tion of the broadcast media.
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5. National Weather Service Community Preparedness
Program

The National Weather Service (Department of Commerce)
administers a $2 million community-level disaster pre-
paredness program with primary emphasis on local pre-
paredness planning for hurricanes, floods and severe
winter storms. Although small (43 staff years budgeted
in FY 79), this is in fact the largest natural disaster
preparedness system in the Federal Government. The
Project finds that these activities overlap civil
defense and disaster preparedness authorities to be
centered in the new agency and that separate contact by
NWS personnel at the State and local level contributes
to criticism of program fragmentation and is wasteful.
In particular, the function of advising communities on
the relative priorities of weather-related disasters
can conflict with broader priorities on an all-hazards
assessment. ‘

The Department of Commerce opposes transfer of
this program. It points out that disaster preparedness
meteorologists spend a quarter of their time training
for forecasting duties (according to their job descrip-
tion), and that this contribution to forecasting capa-
bility would have to be replaced. Commerce emphasizes
the technical content of this function, and asserts
that the program could re-direct its efforts away from
preparedness programs and concentrate "entirely on the.
technical and scientific problems associated with an
effective warning system."

PRP recommends transfer of the community prepared-
ness function to the new agency, leaving about one-quarter
of the staff resources in Commerce so as to minimize net
impact on forecasting capabilities. (Appendix K)

6. National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP)

With the earthquake hazard reduction program still
in development, the major nonstructural hazard mitiga-
tion program now in effect is the NFIP. It is
administered by the Federal Insurance Administration
(FIA) in HUD. The flood insurance program requires
the establishment of local flood plain zoning and
building standards as a condition for availability of
subsidized flood insurance. The NFIP constitutes 85 to
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small a remainder to carry out their insurance over-
sight and consultation activities effectlvely.
Finally, HUD worries about a decline in status and
visibility for NFIP in the new agency.

PRP recommends inclusion of NFIP in the new
agency to give it the central role in hazard mitigation
responsibilities. Some Congressional opposition to the
proposal may emerge, and Congressional critics may use
the reorganization proposal as an avenue to attack the
program. Environmental groups will scrutinize the pro-
posal carefully. They should support it unless they
perceive that transfer would mean a decline rather than
enhancement of hazard reduction as a basic principle in
opposition to disaster relief. (Appendix L)

7. National Fire Prevention and Control Adminis-
tration (NFPCA)

Loss of life and property from fire exceeds by
many times losses from all other natural disasters
combined. The typical incident, however, is small
scale rather than a mass disaster.

While over 30 Federal agencies and departments
conduct fire programs, the central oversight agency is
the NFPCA, established in 1974. The NFPCA reports
directly to the Secretary of Commerce and is concerned
with fostering research, planning, and public informa-
tion on fire prevention and mitigation. It has 124
employees, a budget of $18 million, and no regional
offices. The agency works closely with States and
larger communities, deliberately deemphasizing fire
combat as opposed to prevention and mitigation. Funds
for establishment of a a National Academy for Fire Pre-
vention and Control were eliminated from the 1979 budget
pending further review of building plans.

The functions of the NFPCA demand effective inter-
agency involvement and are similar in scope and defini-
tion to planning, coordinating, and mitigation '
responsibilities of the new agency. The program requires
close contact with State and local governments which
could be greatly enhanced through the new agency's
regional structure. In addition, the program shares, in
part, the same constituency as the civil defense
program: about 15 percent of local civil defense
organizations are in fact fire departments, a pattern
particularly noted in such large cities as Boston,
Philadelphia, Chicago, and Seattle.
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Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program (OSTP)

Dam Safety Coordination (OSTP)

Warning and EBS Policy Oversight (OTP)

Response to Consequences of Terrorist Incidents

Community Disaster Preparedness (NWS)

National Flood Insurance Program (HUD)

National Fire Prevention and Control
Administration. (Commerce)

0000O0O0CO

PART III—IMPLEMENTATION

A detailed reorganization plan incorporating these
decisions can be prepared for submission to Congress
within one month. Assuming favorable action by the Con-
gress, the total restructuring should be achieved by
January 1, '1979.

Early attention should be paid to recruitment of an
Administrator. He or she will have a difficult task,
since the problems are long-lasting and the changes recom-
mended here are essential tools rather than solutions in
themselves. Because the highest caliber of executive
talent is needed, and because much of the job will involve
coordination of Cabinet departments, we recommend that the
Administrator be given a Level II executive appointment.

On previous plans, the Congress has insisted on a
detailed description of the internal structure of any new
entities created as well as organizational changes to
agencies from which functions are being deleted. A pre-
liminary organization chart of the new agency is attached
to Appendix N. The structure reflects a balanced approach
to consolidating responsibilities by merging like functions
and operations to the extent possible while maintaining
the identity of important programs such as disaster relief,
civil defense and fire prevention.

PART IV—SUMMARY

Approval of the full set of recommendations would
result in an organization with an initial personnel comple-
ment of approximately 2,300 and a first-year budget of
roughly $475 million. However, after effective program
and staffing integration occurs, both of these levels can
be reduced. As indicated earlier, a personnel cutback of
200 to 300 spaces could occur through attrition with no
degradation of program performance. Budget reductions,
while not proportional to personnel cuts, may possibly
be as high as $10/15 million annually. Budget and person-
nel implications, when fully developed with cooperation
of the agencies involved, will be highlighted in the sub-
mission to Congress.
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In sum, the plan has considerable potential for public
appeal and acceptance. It has widespread support in the
Congress and the near unanimous endorsement of State and
local leadership as evidenced by the Resolution of support
of the mid-winter National Governors Conference. The media
is becoming increasingly interested in natural disasters,
terrorism and civil defense. We believe that this plan will
be seen as firm action on the part of the Administration to
insure that, as a nation, we are ready for and can respond
rapidly and effectively to disasters, emergencies, and
crises of all types.






APPENDfX A

PROJECT OVERVIEW

I. SCOPE

' A fundamental purpose of government is the protection of
1ts citizens. As society has become more complex and inter-
dependent, its vulnerability to disruption by manmade causes
and by natural forces has correspondingly increased.

Since the end of World War II, Congress has enacted an
array of programs which permit the Federal Government, on its
own behalf and in concert with State and local governments, to
plan and prepare for and respond to and recover from a wide
range of civil emergencies. These include programs to warn
and to protect the civilian population and industry in the case
of an attack upon the United States, to provide for the conti-
nuity of civil government at Federal, State and local levels,
to anticipate and ameliorate the effects of disruptions in re-
source supplies and distribution networks, to inventory and
allocate surviving resources in a post-attack environment, and
to assist State and local governments and individuals in pre-
paring for and coping with the effects of natural disasters.

More recently, increasing attention has been focused on
programs which may be undertaken in advance of certain pre-
dictable calamities to reduce and, in some cases, ultimately
to eliminate their effects. These include programs relating
to earthquake hazard reduction, dam safety, flood control, and
flood plain management, including flood insurance.

The study has identified forty-two Departments and inde-
pendent agencies which have responsibilities under law, Execu-
tive Order or redelegation for programs or activities relating
to hazard mitigation and to civil emergency planning, prepared-
ness, response and recovery. A much smaller number of agencies
hold the major Federal authorities in these areas, however, and
it is on these which the study has focused. For all programs
other. than hazard mitigation, the most important authorities
are currently assigned by Executive Order to the Federal Pre-
paredness Agency (FPA) of the General Services Administration
(GSA), the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency (DCPA) in the
Department of Defense (DOD), and the Federal Disaster Assis-
tance Administration (FDAA) in the Department of Housing and
Urban Development  (HUD) . Without exception, the authorities
exercised by these three agencies are vested in the President.
The major authorities for hazard mitigation activities are
less homogeneously distributed.

The*historyvof the organizational location Of‘majo; ?ederal
" authorities: to plan and prepare for and to respond to civil



crises and natural disasters has been a convoluted one, in-
volving almost every possible combination of authorities and
organization locations. Indeed, this functional area of
government has been reorganized totally, or in part, on six
occasions since 1945. The most recent of the reorganizations
of these authorities in 1973 created several serious problems
which led to the need for this study. This reorganization
abolished the former Office of Emergency Preparedness (OEP)
located in the Executive Office of the President, and distri-
buted its functions among a number of agencies, including GSA,
HUD and the Departments of Treasury and Commerce, resulting in

the greatest degree of fragmentatlon of these authorities which
has existed to date. :

II. PROBLEM’IDENTIFICATION

In accordance with the President s guidance and the man-

‘the Dro;ectﬁnqe solicited and recelved exten51ve comment from
interested groups in the process of identifying problems
surrounding Federal organization and management of emergency
preparedness and response authorities. The commonality in
their problem statements is that the attitudes of State and
local governments towards, and their willingness to undertake,
civil emergency preparedness programs correlates directly to
their perception of the 1mportance placed upon these programs
at the Fedéral level. The major problems which have come to

the attention of and have been corroborated by: tne_DrOJect'"7
analy51s are .as follows:

A. Awareness :

1l. National security capabllltles of civil government,

' developed when attack preparedness was more salient,
have eroded considerably during the last decade. -

2. . Throughout government at all levels there is a
- lack of recognltlon that civil emergency prepared-
_ness requires a full and continuing commitment to
integrate disaster readiness into existing organi-
zational structures.

B. Authorities

1. Executive orders and legislative-statntes,~which
are in some cases seriously out of date, are




interpreted differently by various agencies
leading to duplication of effort, jurisdictional
disputes, inconsistent planning requirements, and
inefficient delivery of services.

The Federal government lacks a clear and consistent
understanding of the relationship between attack
and peacetime preparedness activities and of its

. legislated role in assisting States to prepare for

natural disaster relief and recovery.

Policy Making

l . ‘

Emergency preparedness policies lack continuity and
clear national leadership endorsement and are
subject to frequent disruptive changes in thrust
and funding.

State and local governments lack opportunities to

~contribute to preparedness policies, which result

in uneven commitment to measures for which they are
jointly responsible by statute.

Federal agencies are uncertain about the source of
emergency preparedness policy guidance, resulting

in confusion, inaction, and uncoordinated efforts

at the Federal level.

The principal national plan for emergency prepared-
ness has not been revised since 1964, resulting in
outdated guidance that does not reflect current.
world conditions or enemy capabilities.

Program Structure

1.

Duplication and overlap exist in preparedness

grant and assistance programs. There is no central
coordination of agencies which assist States to
prepare for nuclear attack (DCPA, FPA), natural
disasters 'in general (FDAA), floods (the Federal
Insurance Administration in HUD, Corps of Engineers),
earthquakes (the U.S. Geological Survey in Interior
and ‘the National Science Foundation), nuclear in-
cidents (the Nuclear Regulatory Commission),
environmental disasters (the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency), emergency medical needs (the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare) :and other potential
catastrophes. ' ' )



There is an unnecessary fragmentation of Federal
warning policies and associated communlcatlons
systems: : - -

Required grant documentation is excessively

- voluminous and not carefully linked to accom-

plishment of mission.

State preparedness activities are vaguely defined.
The concept is broad enough to encompass major
hardware and personnel expenses with no one re-
sponsible for setting program priorities.

‘Crisis Management

N l °

No recognized structure exists for deallng with
rapidly developing crises such as serious disrup-
tions of essential resources. Current arrangements
are-ad hoc and fraught with jurisdictional disputes.

Anticipation of slowly developing emergencies
(e.g., drought, energy shortages) has been poor,
resulting in hastily conceived remedial measures
that are wasteful and ineffective.

National Security Emergency Functions

I.

‘Cohtinuity of government responsibilities of major
.Federal agencies lack top-level attention and are

inadequately monitored. The capability for con-
tinued operation of the Federal Government during
and after a nuclear attack is questionable.

Preparations are inadequate for the mobilization
of industry and the management of resources during

~an attack crisis. This can result in severe.

shortages for defense and the essential civilian
economy.

The separation of Federal agency coordination for

attack preparedness from the coordination of State
activities causes serious program gaps and con-
tributes to -the lack of. empha51s States place on

attack preparedness.

. The relatlvely low organizational placement of the
"~ principal emergency preparedness agencies, and
-functions within agencies, has submerged their

importance and accountability.



Disaster Mitigation and Relief

l.

6.

Neither State nor Federal organizations integrate
disaster mltlgatlon with relief and preparedness,
so that there is an inadequate understanding of
the relative costs, benefits, and feasibility

of mitigation measures.

Mitigation and prevention programs are developed
on an ad hoc basis (dam safety, earthquake hazard
reduction, flood control, flood plain management),
with no one responsible for setting priorities
among them or developing comprehensive plans.

The criteria and decision-making process used
in Presidential disaster declarations are un-
clear, resulting in confusion on eligibility

for Federal assistance.

Sub-Presidential authority to declare disasters

‘and determine eligibility for assistance is

fragmented and inconsistent. Uncoordinated
program delivery on behalf of responsible
Federal agencies has lead to ineffective
implementation.

Federal staffing patterns in a disaster relief

. situation often in personnel being a551gned who

have insufficient training and experience, and
in disruptions to regular work programs of such
agencies as USDA, HUD, and SBA.

Auditing/certification procedures for individual
grants -are cumbersome and duplicative.

Long-Term Recovery

1.

The Federal responsibility for coordinating

long-term recovery has not been assigned, result-
ing in multiple contact points for affected
jurisdictions.

- Immediate postdlsaster relief is carried out

without attention to possible pre—emptlve effects

on long-term recovery options.



III. OTHER POLICY AND PROGRAM STUDIES

The level of concern about the programs which are the
subjects of this study is manifest by the amount of attention
which they have recently received, including:

A. Extensive Congressional hearings by a panel of the
House Armed Services Committee during 1976 and by
the former Joint Committee on Defense Production in
1976 and 1977.

B. A Presidential Review Memorandum issued last fall
calling for a review of civil defense policy:

C. A study last fall by the Secretary of Defense which

;w;gxgmiped‘altgrngpive:civilldefenseiprggram levels; f

D. A review currently underway of disaster declaration
criteria being sponsored by the Office of Management
and Budget;

E. An internalwstudy begun last fall by the Department
- of Agriculture on the policies and procedures relating
to agriculture disaster programs;




F. A conference in Salt Lake City this snrlng, soonsored
by the Western Governors' Conference, to examine Federal
. response to disasters;

cedures by the Natlonal Governors Assoc1at10n,
currently underway;

of Federal programs and Capabllltles to meet‘crISes
by the Congress's Office of Technology Assessment.

IV. ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE AND JUSTIFICATION

A. Information Sources - To support its analytical work,
the . Project. . used a variety of techniques and
consulted a wide range of views.

1. Case Studies. Detailed studies were conducted by
the .- Project - to highlight problems or to determine more
precisely the nature of certain interrelationships, as
follows: .

a. The Civil Epergency Preparedness Policy
Planning Guidance Document (CEPPPG). This study was
undertaken to determine why the 1977 CEPPPG prepared
by FPA to replace the 1964 version was not promulgated
and to assess any policy and organization implications
stemming from this decision. The findings of the

- study were that when the document was reviewed by the
Departments for coodination, several significant.
objections were raised which led to the NSC decision
not to issue it. These included disputes between
FPA and FDAA over authority to define the Federal
role and set agency priorities for natural disaster
preparedness, as well as disagreements concerning the
departmental mission statements and their application
to readiness for wartime crises vis-a-vis peacetime
disasters. Among the conclusions drawn from these
findings was .that the Federal Sovernment's
policy for support of State and local governments in
preparing for peacetlme emergencies (as distinguished
from attack readiness in civil defense) has not been
clearly defined by national leadership. Issues on
jurisdictional authorities and agency operational
response cannot be flnally resolved untll this policy
question is answered. -




b. "Dual-Use". of Civil Defense Funds. The
purposes of this study were to review the history
of the "dual-use" policy for civil defense resources,
to assess the basis for positions advocating and de-
nouncing the policy, including statutory authorities
for its use, and to identify and evaluate any pollcy,
organlzatlon and. program implications which arise
from these issues. Among the key findings of the
study was the fact that disagreements over the scope
~and application of the "dual~use" policy stem, in
great measure, from uncertainty about the attitudes
of the national leadership on this issue and from a
lack of definition on the role civil defense is to
play in the national strategic defense posture.
Conclusions drawn from the study indicate that while
"dual-use" as a policy is unassailable in terms of
efficient resource utilization, it cannot be effec-
tively and con51stently implemented without potential
detriment to attack preparedness priorities until
a Federal role in and responsibility for support of
comprehensive emergency preparedness at the State
and local level is enun01ated

c. Development and Implementation of Crisis
Relocation Planning (CRP) Program. The primary
objective of this study was to examine the Federal
Government's decision to develop a CRP program and
to determine the factors which have contributed to
its relatively slow implementation. Issues taken -
into consideration include the authority for under-
taking this program as a principal civil defense. ..
option and involvement in the program by State and
local governments, both at its inception and during
its operational implementation. The significant
findings developed were that the program was under-
taken principally on the basis of a DOD/DCPA decision:
as to its need, without the endorsement of national
leadership and FPA. Under these circumstances, State
-and local government commitment, which was important
to its effectiveness, was more passive than active
and the other Federal agencies with mission responsi-
‘bilities to support CRP made little or no effort to
contribute to its implementation. ' The conclusions
drawn from these findings raise two main points;
first, that questions of national resolve and policy
.authority must be addressed if comprehen51ve program
part1c1patlon and support by Federal agencies is to




be effective, and; second, that State and local
governments cannot be expected to respond affirma-
tively unless they perceive a coordinated Federal
commitment to program achievement..

d. Flood Plain Management and Flood Insurance.
-This case study was designed to investigate the basis
for establishing the National Flood Insurance Program
and, if possible, to assess the potential application
of this form of disaster mitigation assistance to other
recurring emergencies. The findings of the study in-
dicate that, while the requirement for systematic
planning, control and enforcement of sanctions
inherent in the program have some potential benefits
for flood disaster mitigation, it is too early to
demonstrate this conclusively. The program will not
achieve its full potential until all federal flood
planning and assistance programs contributing to
damage mitigation are more fully coordinated toward
common objectives. More effective and broader policy
oversight for these programs is needed to assure that
‘they are complementary and consistent.

e. Federal Response to Eastern Kentucky Flood
of 1977. - The focus of this study was on the steps
taken by the Federal Government to provide emergency
. assistance and relief to flood victims in Kentucky
and to assess the effectiveness of these measures in
terms of policy, organizational or procedural impli-
cations. The study finding confirmed previous reports
that State and local preparedness plans were not. -
~generally effective in minimizing the flood impacts
and that Federal plans to provide emergency assistance
"were fragmented in approach and not responsive to
public and private relief needs. Key weaknesses
identified in the Federal response included lack of
orientation of Federal assistance to particular com-
munity needs in the disaster area and lack of program
coordination and cooperation by participating Federal
agencies. Conclusions drawn from the study indicate
that, absent effective interagency direction, coor-

" ‘dination, and support, Federal assistance programs

tend to be isolated by design and non-complementary,
particularly in melding preparedness planning objec-
tives with actual disaster mitigation and relief

- .operations. ’




f. The National Drought of 1977. This case
study was targetted at determining the effectiveness
of the Interagency Emergency Drought Coordinating
Committee established in April 1977. It included an
investigation of why the Committee was established,
how its role was defined and an assessment of the
strengths and weaknesses of this type of organizational
initiative. The findings developed in the study show
that the Committee was set up to fill a gap identified
in existing federal procedures, to centralize the pro-
cessing of state drought relief requests, and to coor-
dinate ongoing and new drought relief programs
implemented by several Federal agencies  under inde-
pendent program authorities. As a program focal point
the Committee met its objectives, but as a coordinat-
ing unit it was not very effective, because compre-
hensive drought assistance planning on an interagency
basis with State and local governments had not been
pursued by those agencies bearing that responsibility.
The key organizational implication drawn from the study
is that effective Federal disaster response must be

- developed and planned for on a comprehensive basis
under the guidance and coordination of an authority
clearly charged with that responsibility.

2. 1Issue Papers. A number of issue papers were
prepared for the purpose of examining more specific areas
of concern, as follows: :

a. Industrial Preparedness. In a survey of
the status of programs in this area, the paper finds
that they have been seriously eroded during the past

. decade from lack of attention, traceable, in part,
to the lack of a focal point for planning and
coordination. .

) b. Continuity of Government. This paper
explores the relationships between FPA and DCPA in
establishing the policy and planning guidance and
in operating the systems which will support continued
Federal operations in the trans and post attack periods.
- The paper finds that a consolidation of systems and
policy responsibilities would be more efficient.

. ¢. Terrorism. The paper examines current
perceptions of the terrorist threat and the current
mechanisms for dealing with terrorist activities.
It distinguishes between dealing with the incident
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as it transplres—-the responsibility of the Special
Coordinating Committee of the National Security’
Council--and dealing with the consequences of the
incident in terms of déstruction or resource supply
interruption--not now the respons1b111ty of any central
coordinating mechanism. :

d. Long Range Recovery. This paper surveys the
hlstory of and current research on the Federal Govern-
ment's efforts to assist State and local governments
in disaster recovery efforts which go beyond the
immediate post-disaster emergency period. It finds
that while research has not been able to document
specific long term economic consequences of disasters,
there needs to be a closer correlation of emergency
.assistance to longer term mitigation and recovery
efforts.

e. Delegate Agency Funding. This paper traces
the history of the delegate agency funding concept
as it has been applied to the support of emergency

- preparedness functions of certain Federal agencies.
It finds that a prerequisite to the successful rein-
stitution of this concept is a clear and purposeful
statement of support for civil emergency preparedness
programs. Without such a statement it will be diffi-
cult to exercise any meaningful control over the
purposes which the funds are intended to meet.

3. Agency Information Request. A detailed informa-
tion request was developed. and transmitted to all agenc1es
preliminarily identified as having programs or respon51—
bilities within the Scope of the Project. Analysis of the
responses to this request confirms both the breadth of the
Federal Government's responsibilities for emergency pre-

" paredness, response and recovery activities, and the
determination that the fundamental authorities are vested
. in a few key agencies.

4. Historical Analysis. The Project conducted
an analysis of former reorganizations of Federal emergency
authorities, particularly those which occurred in 1958,
1961 and 1973, to determine the rationales for these actions
and, by implication, the reasons why prior organlzatlonal
structures were deemed unsatlsfactory




5. Intragovernmental Contacts. The Project kept
close touch on a formal and informal basis with repre-
sentatives of those Federal agencies having primary
program interest in this area. Continuing emphasis was.
placed on consultations with those Members of Congress
and Congressional staff with a jurisdictional or personal

interest in the Project's subject matter.

6. Expert Consultation. The Project secured the
pro bono services of a distinguished panel of fourteen
individuals with a long and varied association with
civil emergency preparedness programs and organizations.
.The group included the former heads of previous Federal
emergency response organizations, former staff members
- of Congressional Committees with preparedness program
interests, and members of the academic and research
communities. :

7. Public Involvement. The study group actively
solicited comments and proposals from the general public
and from groups and associations with an interest in this
area. Approximately 200 letters have been received from
Governors, State and local emergency services officials
and other government officials, volunteer agencies, Members
of Congress and others. Additionally, the group conducted
regional meetings in Chicago, San Francisco, Philadelphia
and Atlanta which were attended by a total of people
for the purpose of receiving public views of and comment
on the study's activities. A more detailed presentation
of the project's activities in this area is contained in
Appendix . . _

B. Criteria Selected. The study, using as its primary
basis the information gathered through the processes
described above, developed the following criteria
against which to test alternative organizations:

1. Minimize fragmentation and overlap of responsi-

- bilities. There 1s near unanimous agreement that the 1973
reorganization which abolished the former Office of Emergency
Preparedness aggravated an already undesirable situation by
fragmentating the major Federal civil emergency preparedness
- authorities among three subagency units (DCPA, FPA,»FDAA).-

‘Since each of these units has certain preparedness
" responsibilities, Federal agencies and State and local
governments are subject to direction from three different
Federal sources, each of which is concerned with the. same

- - functional area but approaches it from a different program.

perspective. This situation frustrates attempts to fostgrv
- a comprehensive approach to emergency preparedness-plann;ng.
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The study has determined that a similarly fragmented
situation currently exists with respect to Federal author-
ities relating to natural hazard mitigation activities.

It is apparent that the Federal Government lacks and needs
a capability to adopt an "all-hazards" approach to its
m1t1gatlon, plannlng, preparedness and response authorltles.

2. Maximize authorities and‘enforcement'capabilities.
Federal organization for emergency preparedness activities
proves that "what is everybody's business is nobody's
business." The diffusion of authorities and program re-
sponsibilities permits policy guidance to be ignored or
frustrated, and defeats attempts of State and local govern-
ments to determine the source of definitive policy guidance.

3. - Maximize capability for centralized crisis
management. There 1s currently no focal point at the.
Federal level for management of the full continuum of the
national government's preparedness, relief and recovery
responsibilities. 1In meeting situations which are not
anticipated and specifically provided for in law, the
Federal Government has relied on ad hoc structures,
developed to meet particular contingencies and subsequently
dismantled with the lessons learned and relationships
developed lost = only to be redeveloped in a subsegquent
crisis. States and local governments need, and efficient
emergency application of the panoply of Federal capabilities

~calls for, a clearly identified focal point for civil crisis
information and management activities.

4. Minimize potential for policy conflict. As in-
dicated earlier, the Congress has provided the Executive
Branch with a wide range of authorities to mitigate, plan
and prepare for, and respond to natural disasters and’
other civil emergency situations. ' The effective applica-
tion of these authorities is hampered by their disbursal
among a number of agencies, each of which has its separate
reporting and funding relationships.

There is currently no institutional focal point in
the Executive Branch at which‘divergent policy interpreta-
tions can be resolved, nor is there currently one agency
which clearly has the ability to assume and maintain this
role. :

5. Maximize recognition of emergency preparedness
and response as a national priority. The nature of emer-
.-gency. preparedness and response activities is such that
‘they -require the ‘active- support and involvement of State -
and local governments. At the same time, the nature-of
" those programs designed to protect the civilian populatlon
and provide for the maintenance of civil government in the
' event of an attack upon the United States is such that it
is difficult to sustain the necessary commitment of these
levels of government. :
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As we have already noted, State and local governments
take their cues in this area from the Federal Government.
To the extent that the Federal organization for carrying
out these programs appears fragmented and weak, other
levels of government may be forgiven their unwillingness
to commit scarce resources to attack preparedness.

6. Minimize involvement with competing functions and
responsibilities. The fundamental authorities for Federal
civil emergency preparedness and response programs are now
lodged in organizations located in agencies with primary
responsibilities in other functional areas. Inevitably,
the primary missions of the Departments of Defense and
Housing and Urban Development, and of the General Services
Administration are going to claim the preponderance of
management attention and resource allocation. Such an
arrangement reinforces the perception that the Federal
Government does not take its emergency preparedness re-
sponsibilities seriously.

7. Minimize the need for changes in legislation.
A number of bills have been introduced by the Congress
which propose organization or program changes affecting
this area of study. Additionally, our study has found
some areas in which amendment to current legislation
would be an aid to more efficient program management.
In the interest of prompt and efficient implementation:
of the recommendations contained in this study, however,
it was our judgment that submission of a Reorganization
-Plan would be preferable to leglslatlve amendment. Any
necessary changes which require legislation can best be
pursued by the head of the new organlzatlon at a later
date.. . :

8. Minimize program disruptions. Any change in
existing program and reporting relationships may have
" undesirable short-term effects on rapidity of response
and dellvery of services to the public.

_ 9. Maxlmlze potential for public sector acceptance.
A reorganization based on a "from the bottom up" approach
must be sensitive to the problems identified by the
interested publics, and deal with these problems in
organization design proposals. Indeed, public contribu-
"tions to the study have been critical to the design of the-
'crlterla themselves.

lO. Minimize budget 1mpllcatlons. To the extent
. possible the new organization should be designed to
meet program respon51b111t1es more efficiently and
should not create anticipations that will- lead to in- .
creased budget pressures. .
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c. ‘Organizational Optlons. Having established the criteria
set out above, the Project examined the possible
alternative combinations of those three agencies
(DCPA, FDAA, FPA) which have the fundamental
authorities and functions being studied. For
analytical purposes, it was presumed that each
agency would retain, in the alternative combinations,
the functions for which it is currently responsible.
Each of these organizational options was then matched
against the established criteria, in the process set
forth below. :

. 1. Status Quo. This option would retain the current
organizational structure within the Federal Government to
prepare for and respond to disasters. Responsibilities
relating to preparedness for and relief of civil emergencies
and disasters would remain with the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, to be administered by the Federal
Disaster Assistance Administration. Respon51bi11t1es for

in the event of an attack as well as respon51b111ty

- for resource mobilization including management of the
national security stockpiles would remain with the General
Services Administration with program management by the
Federal Preparedness Agency. The national civil defense
program would continue as a responsibility of the
Department of Defense, with the management of the program
in the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency.

a. Minimize fragmentation and overlap of
of responsibllities. . This option does not provide.
a national focal point for Federal emergency and
disaster planning and coordination. The current
organization fragments major responsibilities among
"a number of key agenc1es.

. b. Maximize clarity of authorities and enforcement

capabilities. Current authorities do not clearly
define the separate responsibilities of FPA and FDAA

_in the area of planning and coordinating Federal
response to emergencies. DCPA and FPA have unclear
responsibilities-in-planning for civil preparedness
in attack emergencies. This option does not foster
policy enforcement and respon51veness across agency
boundaries.
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c. Maximize capability for centralized crises
management. This option does not provide for
centralized crisis management in either the natural
disaster or national seécurity area. There is no
formal or continuous organizational structure o¥
forum which provides for centralization of crisis
management.

d. Minimize potentlal for policy conflict.
Policy conflicts arise when no central authority
coordinates independent agency policies and procedures.
Case studies of recent natural disasters highlights

the inability of the coordinating agency to adequately

influence  or direct agency responses. Because of policy
differences and the absence of central policy direction,
a competitive environment has developed rather than one

of cooperation and mutual assistance.

e. Minimize need for changes in legislation.

No changes required, criterion met.

_ f. Maximize recognition of emergency preparedness
and response as a national priority. The present

organization which distributes responsibility among
several lower level officials belies any statement

of national emphasis. There is no direction or program
visibility which indicates national resolve.

g. -Maximize potential for public sector acceptance.
There is significant public sector dissatisfaction with
the current structure. State and local governments,
particularly those which have experienced a recent.
disaster, criticize the fragmented, uncoordinated -
response of the Federal Government to their disaster .
needs.

h. Minimize involvement with competing functions
and responsibilities. Under the present organizational

structure major emergency authorities are located in
agencies with higher priority and non-complementary
functions. This tends to downgrade attention to

and support for emergency preparedness.

i.. Mimimize program disruptions. No disruption.
Criterion met.
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j. Minimize budget implications. To the extent
that the current structure does not provide for a
central policy coordinatlng body which establishes
program priorities, budget pressures are likely to
remain diffused.

The Status Quo has resulted in the problems identified in
Section II of this Appendix and is not considered to be
an acceptable alternative.

2. Merge DCPA and FDAA. This option would involve
combining functional responsibilities of DCPA and FDAA as
well as policy, planning and coordination authority for
federal disaster relief into one entity (a new agency
Oor a sub-agency under an existing Department) and main-
taining FPA functional responsibilities and policy plannlng
and coordination authority for the Federal Government's
continuity in a separate structure.

a. Maximize fragmentation and overlap of
responsibilities. - While a national focal point for
all Federal disaster policy planning and coordination
authority would not be established, this option
would provide a more balanced and 1nterlock1ng
approach to relationships with State and local
governments. FPA has minimum contact with State
and local governments, but DCPA and FDAA both
provide direct services to those units. Further,
the same State agency is usually the recipient
of those services.

b. Maximize clarlty of authorltles and
enforcement capabilities. This option would clarlfy
issues related to Federal support of State and local
disaster preparedness efforts. However, FPA and
FDAA both have a responsibility for planning and
coordinating federal response to various but not
clearly differentiated types of emergencies. Main-"
taining FDAA responsibilities in a separate structure
would not clear up this confusion. ,

c. Maximize capablll_z for centralized CrlSlS
man_gement. Application of this criterion 1s
similar to b above. Currently, the greatest overlap
in crisis management respon51b111t1es exists between
FPA and FDAA.
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d. . Minimize potential for policy conflict.

This option would reduce potential for policy conflict

among Federal programs-which address State and local
government disaster preparedness. It would not, however,
provide a forum for development of national policy
encompassing both attack and disaster preparedness.

Nor would it resolve potential conflicts between crisis
management and disaster response.

e. Minimize need for changes in legislation.
No legislation would be needed to implement this option.
Legislative modifications to clarify the intent of
Congress relative to the dual-use issue would be
desirable, however.

f. Max1mlze recognition of emergency

'g;eggredness and response as a national priority.

State and local officials and private citizens need

- to perceive that emergency preparedness and response

has a national priority. That constituency is served
primarily by FDAA and DCPA. With no change in the
status of FPA, however, Federal agencies would still
be subject to uncertain preparedness policy guidance.

g. ' Maximize potential for public sector
acceptance. In order to insure that the potential

effectiveness of emergency preparedness and response
be readily recognized by the public, maximum exposure
is required. With the exception of combining all
three agencies, this option, because of the direct
contact and visibility FDAA and DCPA have at State

and local levels, would be most likely to gain State

and local support.

h. Minimize involvement with competing functions
and responsibilities. A combination of the two agencies
would result in more concentrated leadership attention
because of the political sensitivity of both programs.

i. Minimize program disruption. The degree of
program disruption would depend primarily on internal
organization and not external. Since some internal
realignment would be required, some confusion could be
anticipated.
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j. Minimize budget implications. To the extent
that a firm and consistent policy on the “"dual use’
of resources for civil defense and disaster relief

could be developed and implemented, budget pressures
could be restralned

A consolidation of DCPA and FDAA would be a significant
step toward reducing fragmentation of Federal preparedness.
assistance and response programs for natural disasters and
attack emergencies. This would be of particular benefit to
State -and local governments. - Under the Federal Civil
Defense 'Act, as amended by PL 94-361, DCPA plans and
administers the civil defense program with State and

local governments to achieve a state of readiness for
enemy attack (as its primary objective) and authorizes the
use of civil defense resources for emergency response to
peacetime disasters. FDAA administers the Disaster Relief
Act of 1974 to assist States to prepare for the occurrence
of natural disasters and emergencies and coordinates and
directs the overall Federal response, including the
administration of Federal aid, when a disaster strikes.

Unification of these authorities in one agency, including
regional staffing for program implementation at the State
and local level, would reduce fragmentation and overlap
at the delivery points of Federal services. This con-

solidation could also improve coordination and implementation: -

of Federal disaster relief programs by bringing together
the planning resources of civil defense and the relief
authorities of FDAA.

Excluding FPA from this merger, however, would perpetuate
several identified problems. There would continue to be a
fragmentation of Federal emergency coordination and planning
responsibilities and authorities, specifically with respect
to. establishing uniform civil defense and national survival
and recovery priorities and program objectives after an
attack (now shared by DCPA and FPA) and in setting and
coordinating the implementation of Federal agency emergency
mobilization, preparedness and relief priorities and
resource management policies in readiness for and response
to natural or other peacetime emergencies (now shared by
FDAA and FPA). This organization would not provide an
effective focal point for establishing uniform and
complementary emergency preparedness and disaster relief

- policies and programs. It would provide no basis for

resolving policy and planning confllcts among Federal
interagency emergency authorities. ' In summary, it fails
to eliminate the confusion and misunderstanding which now
exist at the policy and coordination levels.
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3. Merge DCPA and FPA. This option would involve

combining functional responsibilities of DCPA and FPA

as well as policy, planning and coordination authority
for federal continuity planning into one entity (under
DOD or a civil agency) and maintaining FDAA functional
responsibilities and policy, planning and coordination
authority for Federal disaster assistance in a

separate structure. No Federal focal point with all-

risk hazard policy, planning and coordination authority
would be established.

a. Minimize fragmentation and overlap responsi-
bilities. This option would substantially reduce overlap
and fragmentation. in attack preparedness. It would
consolidate pre, trans, and post attack planning in
one agency so that comprehensive attack and national

' recovery planning could be better achieved. In = .
combining DCPA and. PPA, nowever, ‘the seoaratlon of.
of attack preparedness from disaster preparedness
would continue. ' The field perception of fragmentation
between attack preparedness and peacetime emergency
preparedness programs would not be addressed.

b.  Maximize clarity of authorities and
enforcement capabilitlies. As indicated in the
criterion above, this option would bring
together attack preapredness policy and operations
by combining DCPA ‘' and FPA under a single official.
Department of Defense studles and Congre351onal
hearings, however, indicate that the primary concern
of most of the electorate, the legislators and
the officials of State and local jurisdictions is
about protection against the effects of natural
disasters.: and other peacetime emergencies. These
threats are perceived as being more immediate than
the prospects of nuclear war. This option may
improve attack preparedness authorities by organiza-
tional merger but does not resolve the natural
disaster concerns of State and local governments.

c. Maximi ze c;pablllty for centralized crisis
management. This optlon does consolidate the attack
preparedness management structure. It does hot, however,
provide a single focal point to State and local
governments for all preparedness and response
“activities nor does the merger adequately resolve

- such other emergency preparedness issues as dual -use.
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d. Minimize potential for policy conflict.
Executive Order 10952 assigns to FPA responsibilities
for "advising and assisting” the President in deter-
mining civil defense policy, for directing and coor-
dinating the overall civil defense program. The
disagreement between FPA and DCPA is over the role the
former agency is to play in providing civil defense
~policy guidance to DCPA. This option partially
satisfies the criterion‘by placing all policy deter-

" mination authority in one agency, thereby decreasing
the potential for policy conflict--but only for attack
preparedness. In a broader context, this option would
not minimize the policy conflicts>between attack pre-
paredness and peacetime disaster preparedness.

e. Minimize need for changes in legislation.
No legislation would be required to implement this
option.

f. Maximize recognition of emergency preparedness
and response as a national priority. This option is
- not compatible with the criterion because it continues
the separation of attack and peacetime emergency pre-
paredness programs. In addition, a solution of the
dual-use issue would not be forthcoming from a merger -
of DCPA and FPA.

g. Maximize potential for public sector
acceptance. The State and local governmental officials:
who are interested in civil defense and peacetime pre-
paredness programs find it difficult to pinpoint
functional responsibilities and points of contact.
These conditions tend to support perceptions by the
public of fragmentation among civil defense and related
preparedness programs. This option reinforces this
perception of fragmentation by addressing only attack
preparedness at the expense of an 1ntegrated Federal
approach to attack and peacetlme emergency preparedness
programs. :

- h.  Minimize involvement with competing functions
and responsibilities. The merger of DCPA and FPA
would partially meet this criterion,: more so if
the merged organization was not placed within DOD or
GSA. In a broader context, however,: adoption of this
option would not preclude continued competition with .
peacetime emergency preparedness*requirements.

1. Mlnlmlze program disruption. Partially meets
-~ the criterion by merging those programs which have the
closest functional relationship. :




22

j. Minimize budget implications. This option
would not significantly impact the budget, since it
would continue the separation of the two programs
which relate to State and local constituencies, from
which budget pressures will most likely come.

A consolidation of DCPA and FPA would help to clarify and
provide consistency to Federal coordination, planning and
programming for national emergencies such as an enemy
attack. It could significantly improve program performance
at the Federal level where departmental support, commitment
and accountability to national emergency assignments has
been haphazard and ineffective because of the poorly deflned
objectives of DCPA and FPA.

This option does not resolve the overall Federal emergency
coordination and planning difficulties which now exist
because of segregation of FPA and FDAA authorities. The
fragmentation between civil defense planning functions
(DCPA) and peacetime disaster preparedness and emergency
relief respon51billt1es (FDAA) would be continued notwith-
standing a unanimous appeal by State and local public

~ officials that this fragmentation be eliminated.

4. Merge FPA and FDAA. This option would involve
combining the functional responsibilities of FPA and FDAA
as well as policy, planning and coordination authority for
all Federal civil emergency programs into one entity.

DCPA functional responsibilities would be left under DOD
authority.

a. Minimize fragmentation and overlap of
responsibilities. The option does not satisfy this
criterion well. While it does combine in one agency
the fundamental authorities for civil emergency pre-
‘paredness activities, it does not address the percep--
tion of fragmentation between attack and natural
disaster preparedness programs and in disaster response -
and relief operations in the field.

b. Maximize clarity of authorities and enforce-
- ment capabllltles. As indicated above, the option will
bring the major authorities in this area under one
organization and is thus well designed to satisfy the
first part of this criterion. It does not adversely
affect FDAA's ability to marshall the resources of
the Federal Government in responding to natural ,
disasters. However, on the basis of both prior ex--
‘perience and present appropriation structures, this
. option does not resolve the present inability of FPA to
- . exercise effectively. its delegated authority over
national civil .defense’ pollcy. :




23

. ¢. Maximum capability for centralized crisis
management. This option would create an organization
with appropriate authority, broad program cognizance,
and a limited field capability; all of which would be.
useful in meeting this criterion.

'd. Minimize potential for policy conflict.
This option satisfies this criterion in the formal
sense by placing all policy-determination authority
in one agency. In the operational sense it will not
satisfy the criterion to the extent that DOD would
continue to use its operational control of civil
defense programs to make civil defense policy de facto.

e. Minimize need for changes in legislation.
One of the continuing differences of opinion in the
administration of preparedness programs at the State
level of government revolves around the "dual-use"
issue, or: the extent to which funds appropriated for
nuclear attack preparedness purposes can or should be
used to achieve collateral benefits for day-to-day
emergency response functions and organizations. This
- dispute is one of the fundamental issues which led to
the need for a reorganization study. This difference
can be obscured by a change in policy or eliminated by
a change in legislation. :

Drawing on the thesis developed in the discussion of
criterion 4, above, a policy resolution could not be
anticipated under this option, and a legislative change
would be desirable. To this extent, the combination

of FPA and FDAA would not satisfactorily meet this
criterion. :

f. Maximize recognition of emergency preparedness
and response as a national priority. The option 1s not
responsive to this criterion, primarily because it
continues the separation of the preparedness programs
of DCPA from those of FPA and FDAA. This continued
separation is particularly undesirable in view of the

- "dual-use" controversy discussed above.

g. Maximize potential for public sector
_acceptance. Public sector acceptance will be conditioned
upon the degree to which the Federal Government speaks
and. acts with a unity of purpose on emergency prepared-
ness and response matters at the State and local level.
By continuing the division between attack and natural
. disaster programs and policies, this option will not
satisfy this criterion. '
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. h. Minimize involvement with competing functions
and responsibilities. The option meets the criterion
only partially, since it presumes retention of the
civil defense program by DOD.

i. Minimize program disruption. Since FDAA's
programs  have traditionally been minimally sensitive
to their organizational location, and since FPA's
programs have negligible impact outside the Federal
structure and are flexible with respect to their move-
ment within the Federal structure, exercise of this
option would have minimal impact on the ongoing
programs of the respective agencies.

j. Minimize budget implications. This option
will not significantly impact the budget for the same
reasons discussed in option 3, above.

The consolidation of FDAA and FPA would unify under one
agency all major authorities and responsibilities for
planning, coordinating and establishing Federal programs

to prepare for and respond to both national emergencies

and natural disasters. This would include setting overall
civil defense program goals and objectives to be administered
by DCPA in DOD. This merger would reduce the current frag-
mentation in authorities to coordinate emergency planning
and disaster relief programs of the Federal departments and
agencies. Also, it would provide an overall policy and
coordinating focal point for Federal activities for protec-
tion of and assistance to the civilian population.

However, as in option 3, this consolidation would not
eliminate the greatest concern of State and local govern-
ments, which is the splintering of Federal preparedness
programs conducted principally by DCPA from the Federal
disaster relief activities administered by FDAA.
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5. Merge DCPA, FPA and FDAA. . This option would

involve a consolidation of functional responsibilities of

the three agencies, as well-as policy, planning and coordina-
tion authority for all Federal emergency preparedness and
response planning (Federal continuity planning and Federal
disaster assistance planning) into one entity (either within
an existing Department or as a separate new agency). Under
this option, the focal point for all Federal disaster policy,
planning and coordination authority would be the new agency.

a. ~ Minimize fragmentation and overlap of
responsibilities. Of th options considered, this
option best meets this criterion. It would N
consolidate Federal policy, planning, coordinating
and operating authorities and resposibilities for
both attack and peacetime emergencies in one
organization. This would significantly enhance
the probability that these respons1b111t1es would
be implemented. in.a uniform and cons1stent manner.

b. ~Maximize clarity of authorities and
endorcement capabilities. This option meets  this
criterion. It would minimize inconsistent interpre-
tations of authority in establishing comprehensive
Federal policy on an interagency basis for both
attack readiness and peacetime emergency preparedness,
and would clarify the Federal role in assisting the
emergency preparedness and relief efforts of State
and local governments. It would also provide a
basis for clear assignments of responsibility and
accountabillty among Federal departments and agencies
whether in support of attack or peacetlme preparedness
requirements..

c. Maximize capability for centralized crisis
management. This option would provide a focal point
for Pederal crisis management and a single source of
authority for State and local governments to turn to.
It would assure that uniform and consistent crisis
support policies were developed.

d. Minimize potential for policy conflict.
"This optlon, of those being considered, would be most
‘effective in meeting this criterion. A structure which
consolidates the policy authorities of the three _
_agencies should eliminate policy differences with N
" respect to attack and peacetlme oreoaredness ‘assistance
relief, v ;
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e. Minimize need for changes in 1egislation.
Consolidation of the three agencies requires no change
to legislative authorities. However, a redistribution
of functions on the order necessary to implement this
option requires submission of a Reorganization Plan
under - the President's reorganization authorities.

f. + Maximize recognition of emergency preparedneSS’
and response as a national priority. The current
organizational locations of DCPA, FPA, and FDAA do
not enhance the national image of their programs.
Each is looked upon as an appendage of its department
or agency. A Federal agency encompassing the-
activities of the three agencies, with its own

‘program statement and budget authority would be

looked upon as having more authority and stature and
could more effectively establish a base for public
awareness of Federal emergency programs.

g. Maximize potential for public sector
acceptance. Thils option will receive strong public
sector support.. Consolidation of the three agencies
has been proposed in several bills before the
Congress, recommended in Congressional studies,
endorsed by most Governors, and supported by State

_and Iocal ClVll defense assoc1ations.

h. Minimize involvement with competing functions.
This option satisfies this criterion better than the
other options under consideration. The three agencies
considered for reorganization are located within large
agencies which have responsibilities for a broad range
of national initiatives and priorities. This has
caused emergency planning, preparedness and relief

- programs to compete for top management attention, and.

resource dedication with other programs of national
significance. This has diffused needed management
oversight for these programs. In a consolidated
agency charged with these responsibilities, this
would tend less to be the case.

i. Minimize program dlsruption. This option

"does not fulfill this criterion. A consolidation

of the three agencies could result in disruption of
on-going efforts, " partlcularly in the short-term.
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j. Minimize budget implications. A
consolidated agency will provide a focal point for
civil emergency preparedness and response constituencies..
Pressures for budget increases will be less easily
diffused.

6. EOP oversight for options 1 through 5.
EOP oversight would place final responsibility for
monitoring and guiding, as necessary, all Federal
emergency pollcy, planning, coordination, and response
with a staff in the Executive Office of the President.
Although the dimensions of the task might vary, depending
on which of options 1 through 5 is adopted, the nature of
the responsibility would not vary. The following is
based on the assumptions that the EOP oversight authority
would be significant and well defined, and that oversight,
as defined above, would be the only functlon of the EOP
oversight staff.

a. - Minimize fragmentation and overlap of
responsibilities. Assuming that unnecessary and
unacceptable fragmentation and overlap presently
~exist, EOP oversight could (a) facilitate efforts

to coordinate decision making and assistance activities;
(b) minimize redundant activities; and (c¢) help
~clarify responsibilities for ail functions. Fragmenta-
tion coula increase 1f the EOP oversight assumed

powers beyond its mandate.

b. Maximize ‘clarity of authorities and
enforcement of capabilities. If the - -~ . is
accepted, EQP oversight should be able to resolve
questions of authority or jurisdiction. Any one
of options 2=~5 would provide  the opporutnity for
authorities to be stated clearly through the
reorganization process. In all instances, an EOP
oversight should be able to establish accountability
amoung agencies with preparedness and response
~assignments.

c. Maximize- capabillty for centralized crisis
management. With the exception of Option 5, EOP
'OVer51ght would best provide a Federal focal point
for crisis management. This would: be especially
relevant to Optlons 1-4, which maintain
authorities in separate agencies and leave open
opportunities for interagency dlsputes.
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d.. Minimize potential for policy conflict.
EOP over51ght could coordinate pollcy formulation and
therefore minimize policy conflict in options 1-4.
This would not be as necessary for Option 5. EOP over-
sight could provide an objective and detached view
which could contribute to the effective resolution
of policy conflict. (A potential problem -- this
might bring policy conflict too close to the President.

e. Minimize the need for changes in
legislation. EOP oversight could be implemented
without any legislation and seems to have some
Congressional support.

f. Maximize recognition of emergency
- preparedness and response as a national priority.
The lodging of oversight responsibilities in. the
EOP would emphasize the.priority af emergency
preparedness and response programs.

g. Maximize potential for public sector
acceptance.. There seems to be substantial support
in Congress and at the State and local level for a
continuing EOP oversight role to assure rapid
mobilization and effective coordination of
Federal resources for meeting emergencies.

h. Minimize involvement with competing functions:
and responsibilities. The oversight option lodged
in EOP would not necessarily minimize involvement
"with competitive functions for option 1, but = .
might for options 2-5. This depends - largely on. the
powers of- the EOP ' oversight staff.

i. Minimize program disruption. Oversight
by EOP would tend to minimize program disruptions
for ali options.

.......... .

j. Mlnlmlze budget 1n011catlons. This ontloﬁ
would 11kely have the same effect as option 5.

" While this option can be implemented with minimum disruption

to current relationships it was not considered acceptable
because it would enlarge the EOP staff and would separate
coordination and planning from administrative and operational
functions to an extent that could increase, rather than
reduce, policy friction.
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V. RECOMMENDATION FOR CONSOLIDATION/SECONDARY OPTION

‘This option most satisfactorily fills the requlrements
of all the criteria except two: -it will not minimize program
disruption, particularly at the field level where program co-
ordination and delivery takes place (the status gquo option
most satlsfactorlly meets this criterion), and it will not
minimize potential budget pressures (combination of these
programs into a single agency will imply an increased emphasis
and a concommitant willingness to spend more money). On
M“balance, however, the Project cannot find that these objectlons out-
_weigh the beneflts to be galned 1n satlsfylng the remalnlng criteria.

The next preferred option--the combination of FPA and

' DCPA and the maintenance of FDAA as a separate organization--
‘is strongly preferred by those whose concerns revolve around
the distractions for defense emergency planning which day-to-day
disaster response requirements represent. The study did not
choose to pursue this option for reasons which are central to
the justification for a consolidated agency. As mentioned
earlier, the fundamental purpose of government is to protect
its citizens against calamity. The Federal Government cannot
meet this responsibility alone--it must be able to depend on
the willingness and ability of State and local governments to
devote some of their own resources to this end.

Given the nature of our democratic system, these governments
will most willingly respond to the need for resources to meet
credible threats such as floods, fires, tornadoes, and earth-
guakes--situations in which there is visible and demonstrable
benefit derived from the commitment of these resources. This
is not the case, however, with respect to the threat which is.
less immediate but ultimately more devastating--a nulcear
attack upon the United States. The study demonstrates con-
clusively that States and local governments are willing to
devote resources to preparations for this eventuality only
under one of two conditions: (1) the Federal Government pays
100 percent of the cost, or (2) there is a demonstrable dual
benefit of attack preparedness programs which can be applled
- in meeting the effects of natural disasters.

The Project concludes ‘that segregatlon into dlfferent agenc1es
‘of natural disaster preparedness and response activities and war
preparedness’ programs dooms the latter to half- hearted and in-
effectual implementation in the absence of a commitment by the
Federal Government to assume the entire fiscal burden.
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VI. INDEPENDENT ORGANIZATION/ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS.

The Project has found a broad consensus on a number of
points .which support the recommendation that the programs and

functions of DCPA, FDAA and FPA be included in an independent
agency.

o To accomplish their goals, mitigation and emergency
preparedness programs require a continuity of emphasis
and attention which will not be achieved so long as they
must compete for management attention in organizations
for which these programs are of a secondary nature.

o Within the Executive branch there is need for a
- strong, consistent voice in support of Federal continuity
of government programs. The image of these programs, for
which there is no natural constituency, will be enhanced
by their incorporation in an independent agency.

o The nature of attack preparedness programs is such
that if they are to achieve their purposes, a clear.
statement of Federal intent in this area is necessary.
The creation of an independent agency in which these
programs play a major role will be such a statement.

Given the Pro;ect consensus that it is rational to consoli-
date the fundamental emergency preparedness and response
authorities currently in DCPA, FDAA and FPA, attention was
focused on the emergency preparedness and response activities
and programs of other Federal agencies to determine their
appropriate relationship to the proposed organization. It
became apparent that there are a number of authorities and -
programs relating directly to the core functions of the pro-
posed new agency which should be included as part of its
responsibilities. These are discussed in detail in Appendices

through '

It is clear that an agency which has as its sole focus
the planning and preparedness for events such as nuclear at-
tack, which have little apparent relevance to the normal con-
cerns of the American people, is doomed to be ineffectual
regardless of the organizational prestige accorded to it by
its placement in the Executive branch. To be credible, the
organization must have relevance. To be relevant, it must
have responsibility for programs which call for. production
of tangible results in response to "real world" needs.



31

In our Federal system, and most particularly with regard
to the programs examined by this study, much of what is ac-
complished. depends on the understanding, willingness and active
involvement of State and local governments. 1In an 1ndependent
organization in which is incorporated the entire spectrum of
emergency services concerns, from mitigation through prepared-
ness, to response and recovery, the possibilities are greatly
enhanced for development of empathetic relationships with the
State and local organizations which must ultimately determine
the success or failure of preparedness and response programs.






HISTORICAL SURVEY OF FEDERAL ORGANIZATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

FOR CIVIL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE

I. Iﬁtroductioﬁ
The central purposé of this(historical S§rvey is to seek
to derive lessons from experienée'of past reorganizations that
may help to gﬁidg_a sound choice aﬁong organizatioﬁal‘altérna—"
tives for the futureg Thérewis a large volume of b&ckground
materials ayailable, bufrit is somewhat unevenly distributed
in terms of historical periods covered and Qf substaﬂtive
content;_‘Thé.surQGy seeks togavoid.leaving sidnificant gaps .
ih~6ﬂr‘knowledge of what haS'gone.before,rwhere such knowledge
would be relevant .in influéncing«futureworganizational decisions.
" Conceptually, there are three major components of the
‘total éivil emergehcy preparedness,aﬁd response activityg,
(1) War-related measufes (Qf natibnal‘sécurity
measures) such as civil defénse, qontinuity of govern-
meﬁt; and.reSOQrceﬁmanagement measures—--the latter
including ihduétrial mobilization;'materia15~stockpiling
and ecOnbmic stabilization planning.
(2) Disaster;preparedness and-respbnse'measﬁfes
-related'méinly to natufal &iéasters.‘
| (3) An intermeaiate caéegory of-éi&il emérgency
preparedness and fésﬁonsermeasures,“hot‘néceSSarily
related either to wartimeﬂcbhtingencies of to natural

disasters, but related to man-made situations such as



threats'or.actsnoffterrorism, peacetime nuclear emer-

i .
~genc1es, or critlcal shortages or disruptions of
- essential resources or services such as petroleum,

electr1c1ty, or transportation.

This paper will present as background a resume of the
evolution in the United States of programs dealing with the
three categories of_emergencies.described.above. It will trace
briefly the organizational history related to these programs.
But it will concentrateimainly on identifying the rationales .
associated with major reorganization proposals-andfdecisions,‘
'onvanalyzing the strengthsrand weaknesses of alternatives con-
vsidered,tandvon describing‘Why various solutions previously
tried were judged'to be unsatisfactdry.' PartiCular.attention
will be focused on the reorganizations of 1958 1961, and 1973.
The objective of the survey 1s to 1dent1fy, if possihle, prin-
c1ples or patterns from earlier experience that may help
villuminate the pathvtoward an organizational solution_that will
work effectively in 1978 and the years ahead.

IT. Evolutlon of War—Related ClVll Emergency Preparedness in
“the United States . :

Origins
Currently, the pr1nc1pal Federal war related c1v1l emer-
gency preparedness functlons in the United States are divided

‘between the Federal Preparedness Agency in the-General Services




,AdministratiOn and~the'éefense_Civil'Preparedness Agency in

the Department of Defense. ‘Theﬁprograms'administered,by'those
agencies, and thecorganizational.placement:of'those'programs,
hare the-outdrowth‘of‘a eomplex historical experienceyfrepre~
sent1ng efforts. over the years to provide plans and preparatlons
to protect llves and property and to manage the country's re-
sources in wartlme.emergenCIesw *These plans and;preparatlons.
~are concerned with the survivalland'perpetUationeof national
institutions:(ewg., continuity of:government),,with the adequacy -
of the Nation's vital*res0urces-(including«emergeney programs

for manpower, health,“fbod, fuel, transportation, commnnicatrons_

-and production), anddwith support to civilian and military needs -

el

‘ in,timeYOf»war or.otherﬂnational'security'emergencies_(including:'
industrial mobilization)‘and with eivilzdefense (which concerns
vemergencyﬁoperatibns'to~save-Life'and'property'in theAevent'of . %.
actual attack). | | | o

. The first eiements;of'what'latervbecame.anWn as eivil
emergency preparednessiin the United States.had theiriprigins
durlng World War I, Qhen:for the first time it becahe.possible
for a natlon at war to bypass m111tary forces in the field and
attack by air c1v111an populatlons and 1ndustr1a1 fac111t1es.
No such threat to the United States materlallzed of course,
and no actual c1v111an protection measures- were undertaken
durlng World War I. There.was, however, extensive economlc

mobilization act1v1ty under the War’ Industrles Board headed



by_Bernard.Baruch. After ~the war,hthe need for advance prepara—
tion of 1ndustr1al and economic moblllzatlon plans for use in
the event of future hOStllltleS was generally recognlzed and
the Natlonal Defense Act of 1920 charged the Assistant Secretary
of War w1th peacetlme respon81blllty for industrial mobillzatlon
planning Two years later, the Army-Navy Munltlons Board was
establlshed to ald in carrylng out thlS responslblllty._ The
first organized effort at plannlng for 1ndustr1al mobilization
was thus carried out under m111tary~sponsorsh1p.

World War lI brought considerable attention to bear on
- the civil defense problem, andggave the United States far-
ranging and_intensive’experience with industrial mobilization
under actual-emergency conditions. As'early as May 1941, a
Federal Office of civil,Defense'nasrestablished.by Executive -
Order, and New York:Maior Fiorello.LaGuardia became its first
'Dlrectorl. Progress inideVeloping a program was slow, particué
larly since:Mayor'LaGuardia served only on a part-time basis.
Soon after Pearl.Harbor, President_Roosevelt'appointed.James M.
Landis_Director of the Officenof,Civll=Defense'in‘an-effort to
revitalize the.program,r But the abSence of anvactual threat
to the civilian.population»made it lncreasinglv difficu1t;tof
sustain a h1gh level of act1v1ty and in 1945 the Office of

C1v11 Defense was abolished. " In Splte of the dlfflcultles

N encountered by the program, some hundreds of thousands of

volunteers:gave of thelr tlme and»energy-durlng the,war.years.-




WoriéEWar II.alsozwasia period-éf intensive?engerience

with industrial,mobilizationg resulting-from the'basic wartime .
condltlon that demand exceede@ supply DeSpite,two'decades of
plann1ng follow1ng World War I, the-natlon‘again moved by un-
certa1n steps to 1mprov1se economlc controls and to establlsh
'control agencles. The. need for a- central. mechanlsm to. relate
the: work of the varlous“agenc1es charged with- control functlons
was. probably not fully appreciated.

The Early Post-World War II Period

As_World War II drew to a close, . strong arguments were
advanced for the establishment of a permanent emergencyiolanning
agency to'deal-wrth indhstrial.and economic-mobilization
problems on an ongoi‘nglba’-s::i_s-T The Chairman-of the War Pro-
;duction Board, for example,oin traanitting to the,President
his final reportvin‘NoVember‘1945,-stated that we "must take
stepscnOW to'capitalize_on the know-how gained in this war to
maintain up—to—date plans for rapid mobilization for the‘next
‘emergency." He recommended the establlshment of a. "skeletal"
peacetime organlzatlon, charged spec1f1ca11y with the develop-
ment of plans for such wartime‘industrial mobilization as might
_be required in. the futureji His lettertto the President in¥
cluded theseehighly signifiCant passages: »“Just'as you have

military agencies under your direction deveioping the strategic

plans to coverrthe'eventuality of war,jit is»essential:that you




have -a civilian agency in the Executive Office to develop and

keep current a practical plan for promptly mobilizing the

economy in case of an emergency. ‘The broad questions of public

policy that will confront such an agency are too important to

leave for decision at lower levels of the?gevernment; and they

go too much to the very structure of our society to permit

their removal from immediate civilian control." (Emphasis

supplied.)

As an outgrewthrof-Worldear ITI experience, the National
Security~Resources-Beard (NSRB) * was estabiished by*the National
Security Act Qf 1947, reporting directlyito the President. This
first permanent civilian'peacetime mobilization planning agency,
whose Chairman was a statutory member of the National Security |
Council, was made a part of the Executive Office of the PreSi—
dent by Reorganization Plan 4 of 1949. The functions of the
NSRB were to advise_the'fresident,concerning the coordination
. of military, industriai, andvciﬁilian'mobilization, including
such ‘facets as effective use in time of war of manpower and
materiel stabilization of the ClVlllan economy in time of war,
establishing reserves of strategic and.critical materials,
strategic relobation‘of industries and other faciiities, and

continuity of government.

*The Board consisted of a Chairman and such heads or represen-
tatives of various Departments and agencies as were designated
by the President. The Chairman was a spokesman on the effects
of national security activities on the civilian economy.
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Meanwhile, intermittent attention was given to the problem
Qf civil,défénse organization. at the Federal level. When the
Office of.Civii_Défense was abolished in 1945,-the,Armyvhad
‘ inheritedﬂrequnsibility for the program. - Lateiin 1946, a
board»headed by Major General Harold R. Bull, U.S. Army, under-
took.é study.df ciVi1 defense in thé_United States. Eariy.in
1947, the Boafd:recommended‘that the Army be_relieved of its
ciVil defense reéponsibilities and that a»sépérate civilkdefehse
agéncy‘bé'created'ﬁhich-would'report directly to thef(thén
proposed)-Secretéry of Defense. ,Anvbffice:of Civil Defense
ﬁlanhiﬁgj undér the difectdrship of Major General ﬁuSéell J.
Hopley, was established‘in the>DepartmentAof'Defense in March
1948. The office of Civil Défense Pianning'issued a report in
OctoberA1948;proposin§2thé:estéblishment.within the Executive:
Branch.of the Federal éovernheht of"an'"Officeiof.Civi1 Défense”
Aheadéd by a Director'wﬁo should be a éivilian of oﬁtstanding
ébility and qualifiCations'ahd who should feport.directly
either to the Présidenﬁ or the_Se¢reta:y of Defense.

ThevHopley report sﬁggested placing'basic responsibility
for civil defense in the Statéé and.éoﬁmunities.b’lt aléo
encouraged the use of the civil defehseuorganization_for
naturai disaster WOrk;.as had the Bull rebortm'

'Presidénf Trdman'considered, however, that a permanent

civil defense office was noflneeded at the time, and in March



1949 he transferrea responéibilify for civil defense'planning
to the NSRE. An NSRB-review of thé ci&il defenSe problem re;
sulted in the creation late}in 1950 of an égency callea-the
Federal civil Defense Administration (FCDA) within the Office.
of Emefgency Management, Executive Office of the President.
This.action was followed promptly by enactment of the Federal
Civil Defense Act of 1950, which establiéhed FCDA by statuie

as an indepeﬁdent~agency.. The Federal Civil Defense Act of
1950 sets forth the intent of thé Congress "to provide a plan
of civil defense for the‘protection of life and propefty ih

the United States from attack." Civil defense is defined in
the Act as activities and measures to minimize the effects upon
the civilian population of attack on the United States, dealing
with emergency conditions which would be created by such an
attack, and undertakihg emergency repair and réstoratién
éctivities relaféd to vital utilities and facilities destroyed
or damaged by such an attack. FCDA remained a separate Federal
agency until 1958.

- The NSRB had just begun to function as a planning and
advisory agency when hostilities broke out in Korea in‘June
1950. The NSRB was not designed to carry out the active
operational respOnsibilitieS required.by‘U.,S,-involvementvin
military hostilities.. In late 1950, the Office of Defense

Mobilization (ODM) was created by the President, .as a part of
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his Executive.Office;_ ThehPresi&ent vestéd in ObDM, the Defense
Prodﬁction Administratién, and a nﬁmber of other constituent

'hprOductidn»and écohomic control agencies responsibility for
1 ;directing the broad echomic-and‘prOduction-cohtrol measures
-wpich had been granted to_him by the Defense Production Act of_
iQSO- The Direcfbrvof DefénSe'MoSilization direéted, ébntro}led
-and‘coordinatéd mobiliiatiqn acﬁivities-of_the Executive -
Branch; including produétiOn,‘proéuremént, manpower, Stabilif‘
 zétion and‘trénspért.u The~Defense Pfoducﬁion A¢£ contained a -
wide range-of‘authoritiESfto stiéngthen the mobiliéation base,.
producéamilitary_goqu,gCOntroi and stébiiize the ecdnomy,-and
in general to mobilize the:ﬁation‘s resources in-Suéport of“the
war effort. ‘But the creation of ODM,iwith these important |
defeﬁsefmobilizéﬁion authorities, 1eftlthé Status_and'role.of'
vthe NSRB unclear. | |

In April 1953,_with'the Korean War nearly over, the
‘PreSidént Sent a méssage'to the Congress pointing oﬁt the un-
desirability of the existenée in the«EXeéutive’Office of the
President of the-two=related agencies, NSRB and ODM. :B?‘ |
Reorganization Plan, the President then created a‘neW QDM,‘
within the Exe¢utive.0ffice, and.trénsferred.td it all the

. v _ . L v : o

functions of the former ODM, allitheffﬁnctions that had been
‘exercised'by.ﬁSRB, and_alséwthe'reébongipilities for'stoqk-
piling pursuant to thé'Strateéic and Critical Stock Piling

Act of 1946. -The_Director of the new ODM became a member of
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the National Secnrity Council. Thus, all thé'basic resource
mobilization planning and advisory functions that had been -
vested in NSRB in 1947 were brought together ‘with the
: coofdinating responsibilities fhat had been exercised byvODM
to meet the mobiiizationvrequirements of the Korean War.
‘Incidentally, in.sending forward his April 1953 reorgani-
zation plan,  the Presidént endorsed_the concept of combining
within thé same institu#ional framework the planning and
direction of both currenf national security programs and of.
readiness for any future national emergency. "The progfess
of the current mobiiization effofﬁ," he observed, "has‘mdde
plain how artificial is the.séparation of these functions."
The new ODM thus emerged, effective in'June-l953, as a single
staff arm responsible for assisting the President in carrying
out_the'cenfral‘léadérship, direction and coordination of
the readiness andsmobilization_progréms of the Federal
Government.
‘15 1953 and in succeeding years, the new ODMvas given
added mobilization responsibilities, including sucn-matters
as procurement under thenBuy American Act of>1933, the
national security sspects’of'imports under the Trade Agreeﬂenﬁs
Extension Act of 1955, advice to the Presiden£ on government
telecommunications activities:pursuant to the Telecommunications

Act of 1944, and acquisition of material for the supplemental
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.stockpile under theEAgricultural TradezDevelopment and Assis--.
tance Act of 1954. fThusQ~by'the“middle‘of the '1950's, there
had‘been‘centralized in ODM‘the’responsibility‘fOr'coordination
of all major Federal'civil,emergency preparedness programs
except‘civilpdefense.v Asvwill be described later,‘disaster
_assistance_functicns‘durinq that pericd were placed,along‘With

civil defense in FCDA.

The‘RecrganiZation of 1958

From 1953 to 1958,‘therevexisted two major agencies in
the Federal Government concerned with civil emergency prepared4
ness: the Office of Defense Moblllzatlon and the Federal Civil
Defense Admlnlstratlon. ODM was concerned durlng that period
,malnly w1th developlng mobilization plans to meet convent10na1
‘war conditions, although its planning.gradually tended to.give
more'attention to-the.consequence of nuclear attack on the
United States. ODM's approach assumed wide use of Federal
agencies which would carry out‘nobilization'functions”from'
the national leVel,.nsing the Federal field.organization as
' necessary,..Meanwhile, FCDA basedvitsccivil defense plans on
the.assumption_that.anpemergency-would start with a nuclear
.attack oh the United States.' Its pr1nc1pal ‘concern was with
the protectlon of 11fe and property immediately follow1ng an
attack. »FCDA‘s'approach was to work closely with State and
1ccal civil defense ofticials. This was in consonance with

the Federal Civil Défense Act of 1950, which declared that it
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was the polipy and intent of Congress that the respdnsibility
for civil defense shall be_vested,priﬁarily_in thé several
States and théir political subdivisiohs.

In due course, both FCDA and ODM adopted the practice,
pursuant to their respective authorities,>of delegating or.
assigning responsibilities to other Federal agenciés. Com—
plaints developed from fhese agencies that FCDA and ODM s6me—
times asked'them to perform duplicating, and in some instances3
conflicting, functions. This o:ganizational problem came to
the attention of the House Committee on Government Operations
as early as 1956; in that yeaf it was proposed Ehat a permanent
Department of CivilvDefenseibe created, combining the civil
defense fﬁnctions of FCDA and ObM. 1In . 1957, theAGaither Report
(entitled "Deterrence and Sﬁrvival_in‘the Nuclear Age") also.
drew attention‘to the overlap that had developed between ODM
and FCDA functions:. The stage was thus set for a major re-=
organization‘in 1958, » _

Late in 1957, the Bureau éf the Budget contracted with a
management consultant firm,'McKinséy.and_CompanY);to study the '
whole problem of nonmilitary defense in the United States.

This study concluded, inter alia, that:

o Federal responsibility for nonmiiitérY*defénSe

cannot be divided effectively for organizational purposes




| 13
o NOnmiiitary‘readiness is so vital, andfﬁhe'emer—~
.gency-actions réquired so Significant, that continuous
'Presidential‘action is required
- o Existing Federal AState-and local governmental
-machinery must constltute the basic structure to manage
'—avallable resources and prov1de essential serV1ces
fpliowrng an attack
o Anvorganizaticn‘is_needed tc assist the President
in the discharge of nonmilitary defense functicns
o A staff agency for{this;purpose should remain in
the Executive Office'of:the.President. ~This agency
should concentrateaon planning and coordinating nonmilitary
Vdefense preparednebs'measures that wculd, by Presidential
delegation,'be‘carried out bY-eetablished departments and
';fagencies.of theLdeernment._ |
o The director of the Key cocrdinating‘agency,
relieved of the burden'cffsuperﬁisinngperating_functions,'
‘would be in a positionvto assume'his_proper role as
“principal advisor on‘the readiness of the nation’s non-
military'defenses,'
The report concluded that:
| "in most areas of nonmilitary defense plannlng,
confusion or dupllcatlon exists among the organiza-
tions involved in that planning. No precise and

- accepted definition indicates who shall be responsi-
ble for essential activities in the event of an attack.

- In total, this Nation lacks the organizational arrange-

‘ments needed for developing a consistent, well-defined
program for surv1v1ng and recoverying from a ma531ve
‘nuclear attack
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" Three main organizational cOncepts weré consideredvas
alternatives by the_McKinséy réport:' (a) the dual command
concept, repfesentéd by the-existing.ODM;—FCDA arrangemént;
(b) the'executivesdeparﬁment concept, which had been recom-
mended by the House'Military Operations;Subcommittee; and (c)
the Exchtive Office.concept, yhich wés adopted in Reorgani-

zation Plan No. 1 of 1958 described below. The McKinsey report

had satisfied itself that the dual command concept was directly

responsible for much of the_¢0nquion.and duplication existing
in ndnmilitary-défense planniné in the middle 1950's, ahd'con;'
cluded that this alternative was unacceptable.

The MCKiﬁsey report then listed the advantages in giving
civii defense departmental status:

(1) Greater acceptance of the need for nonmilitary
defense would be éncouraged, with resultant developments -
6f‘in—being postattack capability at State and local
levéls.v |

(2) A focal point would be provided for direction
and coordination Of‘pfograms to reduce vulnerability-and
increase the Nation's readiness to éurVive.an{atﬁack.

(3) Prestige of the agency Would‘bé enhahced in
the eyes of the‘publié éndAamong other Federal agencieé;

(4) MoraleAin the agency WOﬁld be raised.-‘

(5) Cabinet stafus for the head of the ageﬁby.

would be. permanently settled. |
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(6). Einanciai support,might be more‘easily gained.
On the other hand,'the-McKinsey report saw theifolloWing

disadvantages attaching to departmentalestatus; |
| | (1) Duplication in sources of policy guidance and
direction'Of other‘agencies still'would remain (presumably
as between thejPresident's ExecutiveZOffice andathe
department head), causing continued confusionhand retard-
ingﬁeffortsito develop postattack capability.

(2) The new department would face the same problems
of gaining acceptance for, and compliance with, its
‘delegations to other agencies, or it wOuld be forced into
uneconomical duplication of activities. Older coequal
departments Wouid not-readily accept monitoring.and.
direction of their activities by a new department.'

(3) .DepartmentalvstatuS'would'tend to freeze the
.organizational structure,'or'at least slow up organiza—
tional changes because of the need to submit’them for
-1egis1at1ve approval._ The President's ability to modify
organizational arrangements for quick adaptation to new
conditions would be retarded
The McKinsey report then concluded that the proposal for

a Cabinet department was'based on "questionable assumptionSa
and raised "serious doubts that this alternative would solve
the organizational problems of the Federal Government S non-

" military defense actiVities."
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Finally, theiMCKinsey report considered (ahd endorsed)
the‘Executive~OffiCe concept, predicated on the assumption
that policy gﬁidahce, direCtiOn; and coordinatibn should be
forthcoming by or in the name of the President, and‘that
"operatienal" or "séecialiZed" functions should be placed in
agencies suitable for performing them.:

The advantages of the Executive Office arrangement were
said to be:these: |

(1) Greater assurance would be provided that plans
for the entire nonmilitary'defense.job would be integrated
and consistent. The President would have direct and
readily accessible staff assistance for the whole gamut
of his nonmilitary defense responsibilities.

(2) By locating respon51b111ty for planning and.
coordlnatlng all nonmilltary defense act1v1t1es in the -
Executlve Office of the President, greater stature would
be given to those charged with supervising the Federal
departmehts and agencies performing assighed functions.

(3) Attention would be’ focused. on the importence‘
of the job to be done, and greater_publie awareness would
be.created; | | |

(4) Policy guidehce and'direEtiongfrom a‘singie
souree‘would redﬁce confusion resultihéHfromhdual and
sometimes conflicting assignments'to Federal departmehts

and agencies and establish the importance of the(delegeted

assignments.
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(5)‘.Maximum<use would.bevmade of‘exiating depart;f'
ments and agencies, A simpler framework would be‘created
for expediting formulation ef pelicy and for settling
questlons as they arlse, thus promoting the development-

e~of reallstlc plans and glVlnc greater assurance nhat
Federal‘departments and agencies would be prepared to
‘performweffeCtively,in.emergencies.

‘(é) The President would have flex1b111ty in changlng
-delegatlons and' in modlfylng the organlzatlonal structure
qulckly to meet new needs in rapldly changlng circumstances.
Two p0551b1e bases of criticism agalnst this plan were

mentioned: |

(1)» As a'pfOPenentafor nonmilitary'defense, the new
agency in the Exeeutive.Offiee of fhe President might not
be able to serve effectiVely'in resblving'cbnflicting
‘claims for:critical resonrces.

(2) The new agency would be charged with .certain
functions not-traditionally'performed withinwthe Executive”
Office, such as'infofming the public and training-State:
and local civil defense leaders, which would-involve,
direct'relations'withngovernors and ﬁayors_and maintenance
of a substantial field-staff;.-

Responding to the first point,_hhe McKinsey;feport main-
tained that central pregramming and allqcation of certain‘hasic
resources were very limited during World War:II and. the Kofean

conflict, that the Federal departments.and,aqencies-fdr_the




18

most part coﬁld perform-thése‘programming and ailbtating
ﬁunctions fof'resourCes within their jurisdictions, that iﬁ
the event of a limited war there would be timé-to»build,up
whatever. central controls would be nesessary, and that;iﬁ the
eveﬁt of a nuclear attack on the United States such central
controls would not likely be operative:fsr*many months aftér
the initial attack. Stéting that it was not pradtidable to
maintain_standby-central programmiﬁg and alldcation maéhinery
over a long. cold-war .period, the reportuéonceivéd,thst the
new agency could plan for the establishment of such machinefy
without necessarily functioning in that‘capacity;.' |

.As to the second point, the report noted that the function
of keeping the public informed of the nature.of the threat is
appropriate to a sentral directing aﬁd coordinating'agency, and
during World War II emergenéy agencies in the.Executiveifoice
of the President discharged comparable respohsibilities without
adverse results.

In summary, the McKinsey report concluded that the Execu-
tive Offise alternativevoffered a sound basis for rémedying
present orgsnizational deficiencies and wasvbettet than the
other alternatives discussed; |

Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958 was transmitted to the
Congress in April 1958. It fsllowed literally the McKinsey
_recommendation that steps be taken by means of a teorganization o
plan to (1) transfer to the President functions Vested in ODM

and FCDA}i(Z)'abolish those agencies, (3) authorize the
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President to delegate fUnctions;_(4) create-a‘new;agency* in
the:Exeoutive>Office, (5)'staff-it’withja:Director; Deputy
Director, and other'hiéh-level;assistants, (6) make the new
Director a member of the National Security CounCil and (7)
transfer the CiVil Defense Advisory Council to the new agency.

In sending the l958 reorganization plan to the Congress,
President Eisenhower said:

"Initially, the Office of Defense and CiVilian
Mobilization will perform the civil defense and
defense mobilization functions now performed by the
Office of Defense Mobilization and the Federal Civil
Defense Administration. One of its first tasks will
be to advise me with respect to the actions to be
taken to clarify and expand the roles of the Federal
departments and agencies in carrying out nonmilitary
defense preparedness functions.: After such actions
are taken, the direction and coordination of the
civil defense and defense mobilization activities
aSSigned to.the departments and agencies will
comprise a principal remaining responsibility of
. the Office of Defense and CiVilian Mobilization."

Inztestifying on the proposed reorganization, the Director
of ODM, Mr. GordonvGray,éomméﬁted as follows: .“The role of
the Office.of-Defense and CiVilianhMobilization; at beSt,iwill
be one of direction;'coordination, and stimulation of all of
the many efforts throughont the countrYAWhich go.to make up
mobilization readiness This-direction, coordination; and.
stimulation can best be done by ‘an agency which is as close
to the Pre51dent as p0551ble. |

Thus in 1958 all major CiVil'emergencyvpreparedness and
_response programs at the Federal level'were»consolidated in
*The-Office of Defensa and Civilian Mbbilization; its title was

changed a few months later to the Office of CiVil and Defense
’Mobilization. '
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one agency in the Executive Office of the President. ‘The
coordinatinq'fesponsibilities for civil defense and mobiliza-
tion planning were thus placed in a direct and close relation-
ship to the President. But some troubling questions remained.
'In recommending approval of'the‘Réorganization Plan, the
'Military Operations Subcommittee of.the House Committee on
Government.Operations'pointed out that "this plan shbuld be
considered as a trial effort by the President in a complex and
diffiqult area of federal activity." The:subcommittee suggésted
that it would be important to watch for answers to the folloWing
questions: |
(a) 'Will the transfér'of'authority-under.the

plan be real or nominal, as far as the President's
personal supervision is concerned? |

'(b) Will this plan éause a breakdown of thé
organizatibnal base for civil defense and dispersal ofv
‘these functions by delegation even more widely fhan
they are now dispersed?

(c) Will}the new Office-of Defense and Civilian

! _Mobilization; acting for the'President,.be able to

ride herd on Governmeht agencies5performing:delegated

functions and to bring aboﬁt concerted effort and

systematic_progress? |

(d) Wwill the Executive 6ffice of the President

i "be able to accommodate "operating" and field functions?




21

These queétiohé remain relevant éhd in:faét-af'léést'
partially unaﬁswered even today. |

Also in 1958, the Federal Civil Defense Act‘was amended;
civil defense was declared to be the joint responsibility of
the Federal Government, the States, and their political sub-
divisions, whereas earlier legiélatioh‘had,emphasized only
the responsibilities of State and locél‘authorities.' This,
laid theugrdundwork, ét least in principle, for a more vigorous

Federal role in civil defense.

The'Reorganization of l96l_
OCDM had been established»as a consolidated agencyviﬁ
1958, primarily to get rid of the duplication that had _
existed when civil emergency preparedness functions wéré
divided between FCDA and‘ODM. In atteﬁpting to mesh #he
former FCDA and ODMTprograms,khéwever; OCDM ehcopntered‘diffi; '
culties both,organizationalland‘functional in nature. It
prOvéd to be difficult to develop an adequate, integrated non-
military defense prograﬁ; especially ohe which would receive f
sufficient financial support.from the Congress.
' On. .January 23, 1961, when President Kennedy annouhced his
- intention to appoint a new Director of‘OCDM,'he took hbte of -
' problems that had arisen in connection with the FCDA-ODM con-
. 'solidation. ’He-stated that "OCDM as presently éonstiputed is
charged with fhe staff»function of'mobilization planﬁing and,

at the same time, with the operating fﬁnctions of civil défense,
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Both of'these.taskslarefof uital ihpdrtanee to our’national. o .
security._ I consider it imperative that they be organized.and -l
per formed with maximum effectiveness;ﬁ Accordithy, the
: President asked the OCDM Director-Designee, as his first task
to join w1th the Director of the Bureau of the Budget in-a |
thoroughg01ng review of the nation's non-military defense and
mobilization prograns, in consultation with the Secretary of
Defense and other appropriate offic1a1s. ‘The Pre51dent further
stated that ‘he would "await the results of this surveinith :
1nterest and concern." | ﬂ .v

In February 1961, the Director of OCDM‘submittedra'report

to the President entitled Civil Defense and Defense Mobilization-=

Roles, Organization and Programs. .One of its'principaivfindingS'
was that OCDM, in order to assume its proper role:in_the EXeou-
tive Office, must divest itself of all operating functions that
can be'performed by other agencies, and that it must concentrate
on directing and coordinatino the total nonmilitary defense
effort. The report indicated that the OCDM staff had apparently
been preoccupied_w1th the conduct of civil defense operations
programs,-and with,determining the Agency's role inudirecting_
emergency.operations. ‘These activities'reportedly had.austrong
tendency to'subordinate.the basic planning and coordinating
responsibilities of’OCDM. The report squested thatAOCDM L

should plan and.develop new programs as required by changing




concepts in nonmilitary;defensefbut'should'deVelop.or operate
. them only untll they can be delegated to other departments and
bagenc1es. The report also dlscussed a number of spec1f1c
functlons that might aoproprlately be delegated

During the .ensuing several months, a thorough rev1ew of
‘3nonm111tary defense and moblllzatlon programs was undertaken.
On May 25, 1961, in a message-to Congress, President Kennedy
announced that (a) he~was,aSSigninghresponsibility-for_certain
civil defenselfunctions to the'"top civilian authority already
responsible for continental defense,"ythe Secrefary'of’Defense;
(b) he would reconstitutevthe OCDM as a small staff agency'tbl
assist in the coordlnatlon of these Functlons, and‘(c) the
t1t1e of OCDM should be changed to the Office of Emergency
Planning, in order to describe 1ts role more accurately.

Meanwhlle, the Bureau of/gggget had agaln contracted w1th
the:prlvate consultlng firm of McKinsey and Company, whlch.had
developed the study so instrumental in the‘1958_mergér, for a.= -
study'of the advisabilityiof'transferring greater_responsi—h,_
bilities for nonmilitary defense to the-Department’of-Defenseg
The McKinSey report, completed in early July.1961,'suggested:r
that based on the prev1ous 15 years experience, seven.v
princioles had emerged that should gu1de next steps 1n organlzlng
for nonmllltary defense: _ o
) (1) The United States must be prepared for defense;

in three'fundamentaliy different kindsjof‘warfare:‘
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all-out nuclear attack, limited conventional-war, and
indefinite‘continuancerof cOld'war. OCDM has concentrated

almost entlrely on ‘the nuclear attack problem, to the

,detriment of the agency s role and effectlveness.

(g) Increa51ngly, military and nonmilltary defense
arranéeﬁents'interlink and.overlap. -Thercurrent.rclevof
the'Department_chbefense*in the'protection‘of the
civilian‘population'doescnct adequately reflect‘these
increasing interrelationshibs. |

7(3) 'The time for preparedness'is nOW-. There‘Will
no longer be tlme after a declarat1on of war to mobilize -
resources; planning and organrzation must be'ceared"to
achieving-"full readiness;" .

- (4) Ex1st1ng Federal State and local governmental

and ts must of nece531ty constltute the bas1c structure to

'respond to attack. But the reluctance of OCPHM (@urlng

the_period-1958 - 1961) to recommend delegating,substan—
tial.nOnmilitary»defenseafunctions to other Federal'depart-
ments and agenciesfhas resulted in failure tc make-full

use of the potentiaerapaclty of existing governmental
machinery. | :

(5) The line of communications to which Federal,

étate and local officials are accustomed is from the
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President”(and his-assistants) to the_GoVernors (and their
assistants); The OCDM regional offices have performed
_nseful functions, bnt_the basic line of authority must
be from tne President to the chernOISu

"v(6) There is a need for an organization to- a551st
the President in formulating policies, in prov1d1ng
1eadership, in evaluating ‘the adequacy of planning and
readiness programs, and in guiding and Coordinating‘the
nonmilitary defense effortsvof'the variouerederaI.
departments and agenoies.v Therretentionrwithin-éCDM of
major operating and operational'planning actiﬁities that
it was assumed wOuld‘be.delegatedr(when.Reorganizationv,
Plan,No. 1 of-1958 was made.effeotive)‘has denied_the
President the aid of such an objective staff agency. to
assist in coordinating the nonmilitary defense efforts of
- the various Federal departments and agencies. ) f-
| (7) _Organizational arrangements,for‘nonmilitary
'defense must bé so struotured‘thatvthey can be modified
‘easily and quickly as changes occur in the conceots of .
‘war, in enemy capabilities and 1ntentions, and in the
technology of defense. The failure-of OCDM to delegate
-more fully has tended to prevent the agency from objectively
adapting itself and the whole Federal structure to changing
-concepts of war,-growing.enemy capabilities,,and’the

evolving technology of defense.
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"Ehe‘MCK&nsey.report.outlinedithneé”émternatiVélappnoaches
to “impnovingfnonmilitarygdefen§e5 by?éssignrng additional
wci&iﬂgdéfense:responsibilitieS’to thefbepartmentqof;Défensem

Alternative 1:would:aésign to~DOb'responsfbility"fbr the'sheiter
1pﬁogmam“. Alternative Bfwould‘aSSign toJDODpsmbstaﬁtially:all
;pnogramé;and a¢tiMities designedyté~ensureﬂsur§i#alcof the
‘ Civii;an}poéulation inbthegevent-ofgnucleariattaCk, .Aiternative
‘2":ancihtermediate-optiong=would assign to DOD thefshelﬁer
:progféﬁEplus semeralsother:activitieswreiated to sheltér‘fOr
‘which: DOD has dlstlnctlve capabllltles and in whlch DOD is
«already part1c1pat1ng to ‘some degree. ‘The report also dlséussed
three4alternat1ves-forvorganrzrng'wlthln thexDepartmentrqf
Defense: :assigning-civil:defense activity to;an,administratqr
fwhO'w¢u1d‘raﬁkﬁwithfthe1Se¢fetaries ofAthe;thrée servicésg’
»agsigning:civil &efense;to the Secretary'ofﬂthe.Armyf,and
assigﬁingfeleménts;of'éi&il,defeﬂse activitvaherever aépro—
priate’Wiﬁhin DOD-to‘ensure'integration=with.cher.cbntinentai
adefen5e=activities; | | |

: Finally,.the;McKrﬁsey:neportgprqposed%thatzthefmdlé”for'
.thewnew.Office:of%Emergency=?1anging.should be defined bY’VE
.answering the‘questiont‘ "What does the President‘need in'thé
,ﬁormVof*imﬁediate staffrassistancé towenablefhim:to;maximiiev
theﬁNationﬁéﬁnonmiIitary:deﬁenséé?m ’The'repor£?stne95ed*that:

"if the Americah:pegple‘are tofﬁnderstandithe threaté-and

if their governments and they as individuals and as
families are to make .adequate preparations, the President
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‘must lead in acqualntlng them ‘'with the threats and in
indicating the nature of preparatlons that need be
made by the Government and by the 1nd1v1dual " '
on July 7, l961,_the Director of OCDM submitted to the

éresident a memorandum proposing a wide range ef'actions which

were later 1ncorporated in Executlve Order 10952 issued on

Julj 20, 1961. vThe Executlve‘Order a551gned most civil defense

functions_tb_the Seeretary'of,DefenSe) and.also'transferred re-

iated'personnelfand funds from OCDM tottne'Department Qfdbefense.

'in,aeceptingtthese nem functions;_SeCretarylMeNamaraﬂmadethese

’podntsi |

o The civil defense effort'must‘remain'under

:civiiian:direction and{controi, o

‘od CiVil defensedmust.be integrated:with all d
aséeCts of militarY"defense“against tnermenuclear:

| attack. | |

| o civil defense functlons mast not be permltted

to downqrade the military capabllltles oﬁ our'armed

ferees. | | | | » :

N , 'ek Exoendltures for c1v1l defense must be: dlrected

toward obtalnlng maximum protectlon for lowest p0551b1e-

cost. ‘ | | |

L o The civil defense functlon w1ll be organlzed

within the Department ‘of Defense as a c1V111an functlon,

drawingIWhere necessary‘on ‘the mllltary_departmentsAfor

aVailable'supportr
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Executlve @rder 10952 -of July 20,,1961 delegated tto the
wecretary « -of Defense~most c1v1l*defense functlons, 1nclud1ng
sbute not llmlted to the follow1ng
w0 EA,ﬁallqutgshelterﬁprqgram, )

20 :Agghﬁmicaljibidlqgical;iendfraaioIQgic&lxwaﬁﬁare‘
ﬁdﬁﬁenéezprdqram | | | |

0«0 sALl: :steps : necessaryztonmarn:Qrsdleftiﬂeﬁeral*

rmibitgxy;andccbwilban5authorities,;Sta¢e¢03ficidkg;'
dqnd;thetdiuiliah:pbpﬁkatioh : . o _ !

.0 All functlons pertalnlng*to communicatlons, 1ﬁ—
,cludlng a- warnlng inetwork |

0 Emergency ass1stance to ‘State and local govern-
fmentshlnwagpastattackgperlad,;rncludrnggwater,xdebrrsﬁ
;ﬁLne,ﬁhealﬁh,;traffic,;pdlicegéndzevecuatiohﬁcapdbiiities
P .ov{Rrotectien;and;emergenc§:qperatiohal'capabili@y
;bf:StateuandLlocalggovennment-agencies_inﬂkeeping:WEﬁh
plansefor'the;continuity4ofggovernmentr |

Koj iergramsrfor-making'financialgcdntributipns*to.
vﬁhejStates'ﬁrndlﬁding;pereoqmei?&nd,a&mﬁniﬁir&tiye‘!
b&pgn&ea):ﬁaquLVil;defenseﬁpuﬁppses

‘UnderfEkecutive.deer 10952, the,Pnesi&entuneserVedlfar
fhimﬁdkf:theqpower*tobdelegate ciwil defemsefiqmctionsw the*re~
sponsiibility for the medical stockpile :and the food stbckpile,
_andeeertain:emergenqy.ciyil defehse‘p0wens. :By%ExegpfiveaQrder'

(
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10958,'dated August 14, 1961, the medical“stockoile and food

stockpile functlons were transferred to the Secretary of Health,

EEr

Educatlon and WelFare and to ‘the’ Secretary of Agrlculture, ' o
respectlvely. |
But.seme important functione'relating'to civil defense.
were retained by OCDM. Executive Order 10952 1eft’with thev
Dlrector of OoCbM the follow1ng functlons- |
(1) Adv151ng and assisting the Pre31dent in:
¥e) Determlnlng pOllCY for, Dlannlng, d1rect1ng
and coordlnatlng the total civil defense program
vo Rev1ew1ng and coordlnatlng the_clv1l ‘defense
activitiee-of‘Federal ageneies With each cher'and R
with the States and neiqhboring countries
o .Deterﬁining the_appropriate-eivil defense
roles of Federal agenciee,_mobilizingrnational
',support for the‘effort, evaluating the progress of ;”

programs, and reporting to the Congress on civil

1 defense matters

o Promoting'interstate civil defense cempaetsi
. and reciprocallcivil defenseflegislation
o AssiStinguStates in arranging mutual civil
defense aid between States and neighboring eountries
(2) De&elop-plans,vcondnct programs,’and coordinate
‘preparations for the continuity of Federal, State, and

local goVernments‘in the event of attack. A RN
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;’ChearLyr.itAwas intended;that OCbM'(lateé QEP)isho&Ld
havq;an:active:andjexteﬁsivehnoie:ih;éetting civil defense
p@ﬂﬁéyﬁ-in;coordiﬁé;inggthe'ovefaiI\progrém=an& iﬁ_re§£éwinq
prbg;amuefféctivéneSs; It shéuﬂé‘bexﬁetedq too,. that notfail
civiﬁ{defbnsé—relatéd{functions were~transferréd:ﬁrom‘OCletOL
the,Depa:tmeﬁthof Defense;4 KIl;other fﬁnctiénS*ﬁormefly; |
Vestgdiin:OCDMy inciudingafhe;diséste: assistance fpnéfiéﬁh
remained: in. OCDM.. .On~Septem5er 22, 196X, the Agency's néme
waS;ghangedTby statute‘to'theg@fffce-of’Emergency'Planninq:GOEPWm'

- In retrospect, several factors appear-tOFhéve:conQerged;
| toibping &boutfﬁhe=nebrgaqizatﬁongof'196I;-,Eirst,.the£e was
the.poin?.ofiviewrthatuOCDthad;become.tooy0per&tibnaiu(and
perhaps’ too big) ; it:was<not functioning at é.sufficiently
‘broad'and:detache&:LévefhtOnprovideEOPtimum s@pport{to:thé
President. Sbcondw,there;Waéqthéﬂargument thatmas;the‘threat
expanded, it.became‘increasingly_méaningIeSS‘to-separate«militamy.,
defense- from civilkian defénsew'thevclosest pdssible’integrationﬁ
mas:fequired. Thir&,'it.was argﬁe&.that the Ieparthént”of”
DefeﬁSE%had.sgbstaptraik relevan;,resourées.thaﬁ coﬁIdTbeéusedl
to st:engthenathefcivir,defénéeaérogramm_ FOurth,‘ahd?some
observersiwouldisax;mostiimpgrtaﬁtw it was-hopedﬁthat a_ciyil -
defense:budget:sﬁbmifted:by-the.Sec:étary of5Defense{wouLd.re—
ceivé;moreggenerousatreatmenwzfnbm‘thé=Congressxthan:asbudget

coming. from an entirely civilian agency..

[
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[ SubseqUent,events have indicated that the delegaticn of
substantial civil.defense fnnctions to the bepartment of Defense
‘and the retention‘by OEP of only'a staff‘or advisdry roie're—
sulted in the loss by OEP of pollcy control and even policy
‘1nfluence over the c1v11 defense program. It also resulted in
-dupllcatlon of field organlzatlons. The<arguhentvas to the
gelevance of-c1v11‘defense tormrlltary strategy‘has not beeniA
’ definitively resoived | Department'oflDefenSevresources haVe‘
' been useful in developlna and suoportlng c1v1l defense programs,,
a question remains as to whether these resources could be'
'equally useful 1f pollcy control over civil defense were re—
_deedgfrom the-Pentagon. -F;nally, the Department of Defense'
was successful for one;year in'cbtainrng substant;ally larger
appropriaticns for civilrdefense-ébut'gglz fdr'onegyear.’

It seemS'fair‘tc»conclude.that whatever merit the rationale.for
‘thexl961 reorganization'hadfin theory, theeresuits in-practicen
were by no means an unquallrled success. o

P Other Developments 1961 - 1973

' In September 1962; the President.issued~EXecutive Order.
_11051 restating OEP's preparedness assignments and reiated
functions and descrlblng its respon31b111ty for leadershlo and
coordlnatlon of Federal civil emergency preparedness act1v1t1es.
The Agency was descrlbed as a*"true stafF arm" w1th the |
"overrldlng respon51b111ty" for adv1s1ng and ass1st1ng the

Pres1dent w1th regard to the total nonmllltary defense program,
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Major act1v1t1es of OEP durlng the 1960 'S, 1ncluded the:
vdevelopment of a "comprehen51ve program" for state emergency
resourcevmanagenent supported by: Federal financial a851stanceﬁ
and a "Memorandum of Understandlng" between OEP}and the Offlce
of ClVll -Defense,, under Wthh OEP would gulde federal agenc1es-
in the management of prmmary (generally, 1nterstate) resourcesh
whlle~the State and: local governments, with OCD: plannlng assis-
tance, wouldfhave responsablllty for use of "secondary"™
(tntrastate) goods. In 1962, the President established ani
.Emergencyvpianming:COmmitteeT_ehairedfby~theyline¢tor~of OEP@.
Mru"MCDermott,_and?including«tﬂezDirector of the Bureau‘df the _.
'Budget (Mr. Staats) and-a senior'Department'of'Defenserofficialv
(Mr. Horwitz).. This Committee undertook a searching review of
sFederal‘policy‘and~planning:with.respect.to»meaSures;that would
be:required in the event of'nuclear:attack on the:Uniied States:.
In' 1963 - 196¢ OEP issued thefNatlonal Plan for Emergency
.Preparedness, a landmark - plannlng and guldance document. Also -
in' 1964, OEP issued an example: state plan for the emergency
management of resources; andrim;June 1964, the_President:appr0ved

+ . .
the concept of an emergency Office of Defense Resources, to.
managerfederal resource:programs&ln a serious nationalvemergency.
InnIQ&S,‘OEP published'officialygufdelines'for nQnmilitary
defense planning. In 1966, Oéf undertoek-a:studyvof the

ecenOmic impact of: continued, increased or terminated U.S.
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military efforts in Vietnam. Duri'ng-‘ 1967 and 1968, the
Dlrectors .and elements of the staff of OEP were engaged in a
spec1al Pre31dent1a1 program to promote cooperatlon with the
States {the so called "New Federallsm"'approach). While thls
project had very little to do directly with emergency prepared-
ness; the-Agency was enploYed for:this purnose'because of its
exte151ve worklnc relatlonshlos w1th other federal agen01es
and w1th State governnents.. Meanwhlle, the title of:thesoiflce
of Emergency Plannlng was changed by'statnte,llate in l968;A
to:theTOf fice of Emergency Preparedness.,f

Natlonal preoaredness olannlng, however, was not limited.
to the too level.agencles.: In 1961 OCDM had been ordered to
establlsh botli civil defense and defense noblllzatlon planning
ass1gnments (entltled “Evergency Preparedness Orders") wh1ch
each department and agency was to prepare in as uniform a
manner as possible. The tasksof maklng-emergency preparedneSs
a%signments and/orcoordinating'departmental.and agency.emer—
gency plans were’assigned in 1962 to OEP, and,_in~a}series ofr
executive orders (1962-1968),‘departments and.agencles were |
1nstructed to develop oreoaredness plans and programs. TheA
latter were replaced in 1969 by a rev1sed, consolldated order
(EOAll490), whlch in turn has been amended adjusted and . updated.
; In the-ciyil defense:area; a major'fallout shelter,surveyb'

Proéram‘wasrinitiated in 1962{_ Also in that-year,_ciVil defense
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awareness and the pééa fdr“she}terS'reached'a peak,during the
period~of the<Cuban nissile crisis.' As a companion measure

to the shelter survey orogram, 1eglslatlon was 1ntroduced to
authoriZe subsidy payments-for the inclusion ofyshelterzin new
construction. The HouSe.approved a bill,_but the Senate failed
to act-forfthe‘reported reason that a shelter'program should be
considered in the context of decisiohs on the'antiballistic
_missile"system. 'The‘budget'for'civii.defense purpcses9was
graduallv reduced untll in.fY‘l969 itlwas back to theilevel
of the 1950 s, a level that had been described by the Secretary
of Defense 1n-l961.1n these terms: "It buys an organlzatron,
but it does not buy a ﬁrcgram;"

In the early 1970's, peclflc emnhas;s.was placed on:
peacetime as well as attack hazards and those arlslng aradually
as well as rapidly. The early 1970 s also brought neW‘emphasLs
on whHat was talled on-site assistance--an attempt to upgrade,-
'local‘gcuernments' ability tmeake coordinated use of all
relevant assets avaiiable to a community in an emergency.-
Thisimeant’working.closelwaith }ocal cfficials to'&efiﬁe‘the,
emergency readinests needs of communities, ‘and it involved
emphasisWon.dual use of pecple, planniné, training and\cther
reSourCes,'~An&-by‘FY 1974,'therefwas emphasis'on=crisishre—v
location planning,'contingency‘planning'to evacuate populations

from ‘high=risk areas during periods of international terision.

Bl
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Meanwhile, the Office.o_’f Civil Def\'ensef, which from_ 1961 - 1964
"had been under an Ass1stant Secretary of Defense and wh1ch from
1964 - 1972 had been located within the Deoartment of the Army,
was transformed in 1972 to the Defense civil Preparedness Agency,
'reporting directly to the‘Secretary“of Defense.

“In Januaryrl969 the Pre51dent 1nstructed ‘the new D1rector
_ of OEP to give top priority to hls.role-as a member of'the
'gatlonal Seourity'Council.j,During that'year; OEP led.a;major
‘interagency study of the civil defense programffor the NSC.
This study eventually led to Pres1dent1al gu1dance in 1972
which directed that ". . there be increased empha51s on dual
use plans; proceduresianc preparedness within the llmlts of
existing authority, inclndingvappropriate related improvements

in crisis management planning."' This guidance tended to rein-
force the efforts of theZOffice.of Civil Defense (desoribed
- above) to focus on'peaoetimefas &eil as attack hazards. In
thlS connectlon, the Director of.OEP,'late'in 1971 and»early y
in 1972 arranged for the Office of Civil-Defensevto Undertakei
certaln tasks related to local preparedness for dlsasters.1;

In 1969 OLP also undertook a study entltled "Contlnulty
of Government in a Nuclear Environment." In the fall of that
year, the Pre51dent approved an omnibus Executlve Order,
reolac1ng a series of separate Executlve Orders,-a551gn1ng

respon51b111ty to federal acenc1es for c1v1l emergency

g
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preparedﬁess activities;.;ln 1969 and 1970,:OEP'became in= . .
_creaSingly invoived in thevnational security asPects;ofrthegoil
- import prog?am,vand’the Direetorhbeeame Chairman of a Cabinet
1eve1:oil'Policy»Committee.‘ Intensive work was also_done‘in'.
analyzing ex1st1ng stockolllng oollcles.' |

| ‘Although there were substantlal natlonal securlty (or

war related)‘plannlng activities during the oerlod 1969 to -
1973 the Agency became 1ncreas1ng1y heavily 1nvolved 1n an
expanded disaster a551stance program,_and in deallng w1th non;:
'war emergenc1es such as energy shortages and the wage prlce—'

- freeze of 1971. These-act1v1t1es are described in more detail

in the sections III and IV below.

vThe.Reorganization-of 1973

During the period 1970 tod1972,‘there~were several.intra~
goVernmeﬂtal studies affecting federal civilgemergency‘pre—'
paredness.”;In-transmitting to the Congress proposed.new
di%aster-assistance 1egis1ation in the springhof 19705.Presidenth'
Nixon‘directed‘that a careful study be made of the relationShip~
between c1v11 defense and natural dlsasters. ,The.requirement
for- this study grew in part out of 1nadequate coordination
between OEP and:OCD,-oartiqularly at State and local levels,-
1n deallng with, olsaster preparedness. An interagency study “
,group, “headed by Major General Otto L. Nelson (Retlred),

undertook an examlnatlon of alternatlve organlzatlonal
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‘arrangementS‘fortdealing with. diSaater assistance and civil

defense responsibilities, The study group's report, completed

1n March 1971, examined a.total of seven organlzatlonal optlons,
of which onlyjthree were given serious con51deratlon by.the
group. These three were as follows:

o A nlnlmum change approach which would have left
both OEP and OCD in ex1stence but wh1ch would have glven
OCD an 1ncreased role_ln predlsaster,plannlng-and pre-
paredness,assistance‘to‘State.and local.governments‘(thisb
solution Wasvfavored_by the'representatives.of‘the »
Department of Defense and thevNationai.Security Council

,staff),- | | |

o An aporoach that would transfer all civil defense
pollcy, olannlng; and management functlons from the
Secretarg of Defense as well as from other departments -

' to the Director of OEP in the Executlve Office of the
Presrdent (thls_approach was‘favored by General-Nelsonh
and by the OEP member). | |

o  The establiShment of a small office in the Execu- -
tive-officevof the’President devoted solely to the

- direction and coordlnatlon of all dlsaster response

‘-act1v1t1es whether they be of natural, man-made or nuclear

origin. This would have involved abollshlng both‘OmP and



ﬁQCD&aﬁdﬁestablrshingnéémew,wsmallerzandfmoreﬁnérﬁdﬁly'
fﬁecﬂsedyemérgenqy*res@omseaagency. 'ﬁThis;épprdaéhfﬁi"
WWhiéhﬁWaS?neVer?SPeIledgcutéihﬁmuCh;ﬁetail;wwds%faVOréH-
ibyithethbpeMB:members;L. o
gﬂgfformalzagtion3wassiaken’on*thé:Nelson Report;~'
ﬂMeanwhikeuvﬁuringgIQWD,*thenErésidentEg?Advrsory;EQunciif
uonﬁﬂxecutiweTquanization»ﬁthe““ﬁshw@ounCiI“)”madewaaseﬁiesﬁﬁf
,inegommendationscdesigned»todreducewdraSticaliy-theﬁsﬁzeadf?ﬁhé
;Exgeutive:dﬁfice4of;the:Eresidénﬁ,.TEhe:Ash:prqposalawéﬁrazhave
ﬁébékishedtOEPvand;thenpasition:of;ﬁts‘Directoréasrasmémberﬁdf.
«the NSC, :transferred ?preparedness-pdricy“5to~the2NSC9itrans-»
:ﬁenred.natural:drsasterAreliéfitofOMB,*transfenrédzstockpiTing
;pqlicyzto:the'NSC¢~transferred£OEPkésrelocation'siteséna
;responsibilitiésfto-the,ﬂenendlfSenmiéesfAdminﬁstratibn,3ana
=transferredAOEPEs;computerkcapabilﬁtyato'OMBN The Ash:Council
'Repqrt.dealt:only&With*thefExécutiveﬁOffice:qfgtheZRreSident
.and4didxnotm¢ouchcon,OCDﬁsaoﬁganizationworfiuncbioms,ﬁsz
;fébmal:action-wasﬁtakenron:theseﬁpropQSaISfdf‘theiﬁShtCouncil@

‘During 1971, ‘there wereswiﬁhin-@MB;furtherAimternad;stuaiesl 

of the problem. The main thfﬁéttofztheSe;study;proposélsnwas
1£0 create a new ﬁOfﬁicé‘ofsfederaliEmergencyfResponSé";infthe~-
qE#écutive’dffiéexOf‘the;Presiaent,:ﬁ?@foposalawhﬁéh;haajbeen-
 incLuded‘aSnohemoffthe.aTternativesainethe'Ne$sonERepdnt, ‘No

definitive action .on this proposal was ‘taken. Meanwhile, the
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Pre51dent s reordanlzatlon authorltj lapsed in Aprll 1971, and
-was not. renewed again untll December 1971

| Early in 1973, the'President announced that OEP would be
abolished. His proncsed reorganizaticn involmed abolishing the
role of the Director of OEP as a member of the Nat10na1 Security
. Council; transferrlng all OEP respon31b111t1es hav1ng to do with-
"preparedness For and relief of dlsasters to the Department of
Hou51ng and Urban Development transferrlng OEP functions 1n—
volv1nq the 1nvest1qat10n of 1mports which mlght threaten to
impair the. natlonal securlty to the Department of the rreasury,
tnansferrlng the chalrmanshrp.of'the.all qulcy Cqmmlttee=to¢:
thedDeputy Secretary of the Treasury; and transferring-all
other former OEP functions to the General Services Administra--ﬂ
tion.vJThis-was to leave all.nar—related (and also.other_
'man—madef emergency'preparedneSS reSponSibilities, except
civil defense, in a new officé subordinate.to the Administrator
of General Services. For the f1rst time 51nce 1949 there'
would be no official charged w1th broad c1v11 emergency re-
sponsibilities either withln‘the Executlve,Offlcedof the
' President or as a member of the National Security“Council.
So far as can be determined; there was no systematic analysie
underlying'thiSIredrganization decision. The-stated rationale
was that ‘the 51ze of the Executive Offlce of the Pre31dent
needed to be reduced, and that some of OEP's functlons were

of an operational nature and could properly be decentrallzed.
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i+ ‘The provisions of the President's reorganization:pian;'
summarized aboVe,ﬁbeeame effecﬁive'on July 1, 1973ﬁv~An¥Office~
of .Preparedness was established in the General'Serviqes.Admin—'
isﬁratIOn, and‘the’Federal DiSaster‘Assistance Administratien:
(FDAA) was established in‘HUDy to carry out the funcfions- '
tifansférred ‘from OEP. .The‘Office~of‘Civi1 Defense, which had
been redesignated in 1972 as thedDefense Civil. Preparedness
Aqenéy (DCPA),“Wasfnot affected by-the,reorganizatiOn@:.in'
pr1nc1p1e, at” least “the Director of the OFflce of Preparedness
in the, General Serv1ces Admlnlstratlon retalned the broad pollcy‘
gurdanee;authorlty over c1v1l'defensevprograms that had pre-
viously been vested in the Director of OEP. But as‘a practical
matter, the Director'of the Office of Preparedness (later
renamed the Federal Preparedness Agency [FPA]) had IeSs and.
less effective influence on civil defense policy and programs. .
' " This reorganization -also meant that all three of'the major
agencies concerned'wirh civil emergency preparedness after |
June 30, 1973, maintained their own separate regionalioffices.'j
 Consequent1y,‘State officials were required to deal with at
least three sets of Federal re;ional officials on oftén_Closely,
related substantlve program issues. It is‘Drobably fair to‘sayA
that State and local dlssatlsfactlon with the fragmentatlon of
federal emergency preoaredness organizational arrangements grew-

substantially after the 1973 reorganization.
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Recent,Developments

This mounting’dissatisfaction was7at least_in part re-
S%onsiblevfor extensive COngressional activity‘in,this area
during 1976. The Joint Committee on Defense Productlon issued
in April 1977 a report ‘on the civil preparedness. rev1ew they
cOnducted during the perlod Aprll through November -1976. Their
report p01nted out that disaster prenaredness has taken on -
broader scope 1nrrecent years; At the- close of World War II,
»the‘terms "preparedness" and ﬁreadineSs" had!almost exclusively
military connotatlons, but now these terms. include not only
measures aimed at securlng the country ] defenses and the pro-
tection of the'populatlon, but also a host of'act1v1t1eS»
de51gned to prevent and mltlcate the effects on nersons and
property of natural dlsasters, resource crises and other
economic olsruptlons, 1ndustr1a1 and transportatlon acc1dents--_
such as nuclear power plant emergencies, solllage of flammable
or corr051ve chemlcals, train derailments--and certaln forms
of terrorist act1v1ty

The Committee report recommended that the emergency pre-
paredness functions of DCPA, FPA, and FDAA be combinedvinto a
single.independent aqency; the Federal Preparedness Administra-
tion. It would.alsofassign to the Director of the new Federal
§reparedness'Administration authority and budget control for

the specific preparedness programs of other departments and

Y
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adencies such as were assigned to the former Diréctor of OEP
'nnder“the-“delegate aqeney‘funding“@concept. It”would:ﬁake the
Director“Ofithe.Federalereparedness Administration aﬁmember‘of
the Hational Security Council. ‘

" :On August 25 l977 President Carter d1reeted the Reorganl—
zatron Progect staff at OMB to carry out a comnrehens1ve study
of the Federal Government's role in preparing for and respondlng

to natural, accrdental, and wartime c1v1l drsasters.

ITIT. . Evolution of the Disaster A551stance Functlon in the
\ Unlted States

Introductlon, - o

At the present time,-thefproviSioningjof assistance to
victims ofvnatural_disasters is_a responsibility of the_Federal
. Disaster Assistance Administratien (FDAA) of’the‘Department of
-Hou51ng and Uroan Development (PUD) ‘This reséensibility con—

51sts prlnc1pally of supplylng spe01f1ed types of aid and

coordlnatrng similar efforts by other Federal agencres.ana by

i ‘

volunteer relief organizations. Some of the Federal agencies
A'have 1ndependent statutorj authorltles to act, at tlmes with
and at tlmes w1tnout the need for a "major dlsaster er
"emergency" declaratlon by the Pre51dent. The authorlty to
;make such a declaratlon rests hlth the Pre51dent alone,/however;
| ;fThe tynes of assistance are many, from grants to the
rehanilrtation of essential“pubiic fac111t1es and loans to

conmunities, to temporary housing, unemployment assistance,
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food coupons, and grants to individuals. And the types have

‘expanded, at times gradually, at times--often after a large-

magnitude disaster--rather rapidly into what is now a permanent,
comprehensive brogram. = Depending on the number and severity

of disasters in any given year, the annual cost of this program

| supported from the President's Disaster Relief Fund alonezamounts”tp

some $200-250 million.

The purpose of this brief histdficai'review is to trace
the'deveiopment of disaster assistahce activities ih this
country ana'attémpt'to-dérive from it the most significant
organizationalfahd procedurai iﬁplicatioﬁs. These implications,
of coursé; ére but one set of considerations to be weighed in
solving the éomplex problem of the most effective orgaﬁization
of emergency preparedness_énd response agencies of the Federal
Government. | |

Early Disaster Assistance ‘Activities

Up to thirty yéars ago, there was>no:permaneﬁt program pf
assistance to[?ictims of natural disasters in this country.
In fes?bnse to_appéals from State and local governments'ﬁhat
had insufficient resourcesbﬁo cope with the efiects of natural
aisastérs,zhowever, thé Federal Governmént from time to time
passed,special assistaﬁce_legisiafion. Thése.laws-—some 100 in
humber between l803 and the end of World_War iI—ewere all

enacted after a disaster and in response to a speciflc_event.'
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Forgthese;réasons, theré were frequent delays beforgmfedgpaL
asSistance reached the affected localities»and the nature of
'theiassiétancé waé‘Quite restricted. -
p It should bé pointed out, however, that there were-ongoingv
activities (other than those méndatéd_by special legislation)
that did in‘fact Qrovide re1ief. In the first place, the
AmeriCén Nationai Red Cross gave mass care, such as emergency
housing, food,'élothing, ahd»financial support. Secbndly,
Fede??l ggencies,.such:as the depression-spawned organizations
(e.qg., Federal Civil quks Administration, Works Progress
Administration, and Public Worké,Adminisﬁxation) as well as
mission agencies, like the Cprp§hof Engineens, the Reconstruc-
tion'Finance Corporation, and the Bureau of Publié Roads supplied
- effective aid to communities even thqugh the programs of.sqmé_
of them were not specifically designed for this purbose,

The management of these early assistance activities rested
solely with the agency having the hecessary statutory éﬁthority.
In the absence of any pe;manent'assistance legislation at the
Federal level, there was no requirement for coordinatibn of
their activities. And with poéhlar expectations in this area
lIow in thos days, qomplaints were either non—exiStentAOr not
récbrded; |

A seminal action in the diSaster'assistanceAfieldiwas

takén'by Congress in July 1947; when it passed P.L. 80?233.
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The‘law~authorired the'War.Assets Administration (wan) , which
had custody.of surplus war property, to transfer items from its
stocks (of an expendable as well-as’unexpendable-nature) to the
"Federal Works Admlnlstratlon (FWA) .  FWA in ‘turn made them
available to State and local governments to alleviate the damage
caused by floods and»other catastrophes.

The major significance of this law lies in therfacththat,
first of ali, it was permanent, that is.prospectively applicable

to disasters regardless of when they would happen,:and that,

xsecond}vit was passed not post facto, but in‘anticipation of
futurefdisasters; - That the proximate.causes for its enactment
were hurricane and ‘flood disasters along the Gulf Coast and
the MisSouri—Mississippi Rivers, respeétively; detracts nothing
trom the significance of the step taken by the Congress in
creating for.the first time a permanent asSistance program on
a nationwide basis. |

Organlzatlonally, the law also broke new ground - Not only
FWA but all other Federal agencies were mandated to cooperate
with the WAA; and employees of Federal as well as State and
local governments could be used to further the objectives of
the Act. The President triggered_the provisions'of the law
whenever he determined 1t to be necessary or. apprOprlate
because of floods "or other catastrophes.  In the field, the

assistance was provided by the dlstrlct englneer of FWA's
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Bureaurof Community'Eacilities, workinghin conjunetiqnﬁwith
AWha’s_field representative. Both then dealt‘withhlocal govern-
- ment officials. Several organiZational andvmanagémemt concepts
that were adopted for effecting‘the provisions'of this law can
be ea51ly recognlzed in today's assistance program.

| As-surolus war property was exhaustedv P.L. 80-= 233 became
an: 1ncrea51ngly less effective mechanism for prov1d1ng assis-
tance to v1ctims of natural disasters. Assistance 1n'the form
of cash grants to State and local governnents began to be used
1n$tead. The monies were allocated from the Emergency,Fund'of
the President, a fund that had already been in existence,
probably since 1948. .The Independent Offices Approprlatlon
Act of 1950 (P.L. 81- 266), however, granted spe01flc authorlty
for its discretionary use by the President to alleviate hard-
ships'caused by'natural disasters, whenever a Governor

certified that Federal support was required to supplement a

.reasonable amount that the State itself and affected localltles,A

could prov1de-—legal provisos that have survived v1rtually

intact to this day.

P The General;Services Admfhistration administered the fund,
h&t the President, apparentlyé4designated the agency actually
charged‘with supplying assistance in each instance. Details
on how this aspect of the assietance Wae carried ont in

B

practice are not readily available, however.
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The Federal Disaster Act of 1950 (PL 81-875, as' Amended)

While many signifieant concepts,»administrative procedures,
and financial mechanisms for disaster assistanee had already
been developed by 1950; it remained for PL 81-é75;to,recodify
them,.eXpand upon them, and put onto them_a.long-lasting imprint.
This Act is a true landmark piece of legislation, since it was
both permanent (as PL 80—233 was) ahd comprehensive, as no
preédecessor law ﬁas.

The assistance‘auﬁhorized by. this law and its amendments
consists of: emergency repair and temporary restoration of"
essential public facilitieS:(or, by a subsequent administrative
rule, providing the equivalenflin cost, if the State or
locality decided on permanent restofation); protective or‘other

‘work‘essential-to life and properfy preservation; clearing of
debris; provision of;temporary housing or emergency sheltef;_
‘eontribUtions to State and local governments for the above-
-stated purposes; ahd donatioﬂ or loan of surplus government
property (consumable of noncbnsumable)-to a -State. Amendments’
also "triggered"'emergehey assistance (loans, feed. for ;ive-
stock, and seed for planting as-well as'surplus farm‘commodities»
in agricultural areas provided under authority of the Depart?
ment of Agrieulture. Moreo&er;_permanent reStoratioh of
Federal facilities,waseéuthorized, The”scope of}assistance'

had indeed increased considerably since enactment of PL 80—233.
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From the management point of view, PL 81-875 reinforced

the:already existing legislative'mandate for all Federal

-nagenc1es to coonerate ‘with each other in prov1ding disaster

:bass15tance. The law went further, however. It authorized the
‘ -PreSident to- coordinate in any manner deemed appropriate the
assistance activities of Federal agencies and»direct the g
utilization‘of their resources. - This grant of explicit power
to the PreSident deemed necessary by the Congress because of
the new and enlarged scooe of aSSistance activities contained
in tne~statute, is thevlegislatIVe cornerstone of the concept
of a single.agenCY‘respOnsible for the COordination of natural
disaster activities.

By Executive‘order'lozil of March 1951, these ney
managerial;functions were at first'delegated by the President
:to the Housing and‘Home Financing Agency (HHFA)Q-an independent
" agency created in 1947 to conduct Federal housing programs.
Within HHFA, the'Community'Facilities Service was assigned,the
'specific responsibility under PL. 81-875. The reasons,for this
delegation to HHFA were apparentiy twofold;A (l)vavailability
within that agency of engineering expertise; rightly deemed
essential for provision of disaster assistance; and.(2) :
}experience in administering such assistance on the part of ’
the Community Fac111t1es SerVice, presumablv a successor
organization (direct or once—removed).of FWA's Bureau of
Community Facilities that had a similar (but more restricted)

responsibility under PL 80-233.
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:Less than two years.later—finrJanuary'1953——Executive
- ofder_10427'transferred disasterrassistance'responsibility from
HﬂFAvto the‘Federal CivilvDefense'Administration~(FCDA) With
predecessors reaching back to the - -immediate World War II. perlod

FCDA had been establlshed as an 1ndependent agency in February

1951 by the'"Feaeral Crvrl_Defense Act.of 1950" (PL.81-920).

mhé'new Executive Order broadened c0nsiderably:FCDA's authority

F1n a551stance matters compared to the authorlty that HHFA had

under the ear11er Executlve Order 10222 espec1ally in the

area of coordlnatlon‘of_other;Federal agencies) and;deyelopment

of State and local reSponse preparedness." |
These neW‘authoritiesvwere to:

o Coordinatelthe_makingcof plans and,preparations
by the Federal_agencies in anticipation of theirrré—u
sponsibilities in'thecevent of a major disaster.

o Foster the development'of such State and_locall'
organizations and.plans as may be neCe5sary to cope
”withlmajor disasters. |

.o Coordinate the disaSter relief assistance

- afforded by federai agencies.under their own Statutory
authority |
: Thus the first steps were taken in the tw1n efforts that
continue to thls day to 1nprove the. canablllty of State and

local governments to accept_thelr;shared role ln responding
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vto-dfsastersebon_the intergOVernmentalvlevel?#and ensure that
all the‘resources offthe FederavaoVernment (regardless of .
'specific legislatlve authority)lare‘effectiVely utilized in a
-natural d1saster-—at the Federalrlevel-

The Executlve Order also reconflrmed a number. of s1gn1f1cant’
procedural concepts. .The most noteworthy were thessupplemental
nature of the a531stance, the obllgatlon of States and localltles
to expend a reasonable amount of funds to help themselves, and
'the need to make fiscal prov151ons forvtheseneventualxtles.‘
Armed w1th this expanded authorlty, FCDA developed a- predlsaster -
plan encompas51ng the major Federal agenc1es and a formal under— :
standlng with the Amerlcan Natlonal Red Cross at the Federal
level. Moreover, a rellef coordlnator, for the most part in
the'person of the.State c1v11»defense‘d1rector, was'establiShed
in almost all‘States;. -. | o

.Executiue«Order‘10737,_(issued,four years later, in
OctOber.1957),vwas proCesses.oriented. It.codified in.detaill
the steps-to-he taken-prior to'a major‘disaster declaration_.
(or—-1nterest1ngly enough--"upon the threat" of a major
dlsaster) It 1ncluded procedures for determlnlng ‘the nature and
cumulatlve amount. OL State commitment, an estimate of . damage
hardshlps caused by the dlsaster,_and the snec1f1c 1tems of
rederal aid that were reculred. A Federal-State‘agreement (or
hcontract) was also formally made a requlrement for- nrov1d1ng :
assistance. Thls order, however, caused no organlzatlonal

changevto take place.
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.’The ea:lier Executive’Ordér-(No; 10427) did cause-changes}
but gave no reasonsbfor:tranéférring the disaster assistance
functions‘from HHFA to‘FCDA. A carefﬁl reading of’it,-however,
coupled with the cohtents of a Presidential message to the
Congress -on disastef aséistance issﬁéd siightly more tﬁan a‘
year later (July l954),‘provides‘a éléar'ihdication of what
ﬁthése reasons were: | |
o The intereéts of HHFA Wére-too narrow for the
broadrspectrum_of activities'authorized_in PL 81-875.
There was littlemaffinity for aisaster’matférs ih HHFA
and the latter must havé-been cdnsideredvthén as causing
an unwanted diversion of management and operational t
‘resources from the main responsibilify: hoﬁéing, then
as nowra'very_difficult task. One former member of HHFA
who remained with the assistance program until retirement
opines that HHFA was glad to_bevreliéved'of the disaster
responsibilitiés. |
o The increase magnitude'and importance'of the
assistance prograﬁ‘required‘an“administering agency not
only with broad aﬁthority, but also_with_a capability’
to coordihéte.effectively many Federal égenciesfand‘en-
courage a'cohsiderable’level of State énd local
participation. vA streamlining of'disaster operations

was obviously required.
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' service,

o In the words of the Presidential message, "The
participatioﬁ of civil-defense organizations in natural
disaster operations will increase their capacity and -

effectiverness Ed“éoﬁé with situations which could occur

 in event of énémyvéttack;“ Collateral benefits that

would accrue included a trained State and local civil-

defense 6rgéﬁiéa£idh-;éﬁ asset for any community--and
the opportunity for bfoViding a recognized community
". . ;ﬁhéfebfjerecting a new dimension of
péacétimé citizenghip." The argument for "dual use"

could hardly have been presented in a more tellihg manner.

Although not covered by the available literature two

additional reésons.mﬁst have played a role in assigning FCDA

the disaster function: the linkages that FCDA had already

established with State and local governments for civil defense

purposes were very useful for disaster assistance efforts and

1

the rather wideAspéC£rﬁmvof expertise and disciplines to be

found in FCDA were also useful for dealing with disaster

~situations.

Organizational Stability and Program Growth (1953 to 1973)

Cohtinuing a'trend'thaﬁ had become well established by

the early léSb's, the aiSaSEér program came to include many

L :
new benefits during the ensuing 20 years. The expansion often -

was triggered by a disaster of above-average severity and

ﬁagnitude. The legislative authorities and the major additional

features are as follows:
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o PL 87 502 (1962)——Ellglblllty for Guam, American
Samoa, and the Trust Terrltorles and for State _public
facilltles. ) _ ! _ ’

o PL 88-451 (1964) --Ad hoc provisions to help
‘restore earthquakeldamage,in Alaska,(more liberal loan
terms and:loannadjpstments to_indi&iduals, larger
-Federal share forbroad repairs,_ekpanded?urban renewal
,and‘civil projects funding, and”purchase‘of-State bonds) .

'_o PL 89 -41 - (1965)——Ad hoc prov1s1ons to help restore
roads and tlmber tralls in flve western States damaged
by floods. |

o PL 89-313 (l965)——A1d for reconstructlon of
public elementary orvsecondary schools, and for current
school eXpenditures (including‘instruotional materials) .

o PL 89 339 (1965)—-Ad hoc prov1s1ons to help
v1ct1ms of Hurrlcane Betsy in Florlda, Louisiana, and
Mississippi with loan cancellations‘and eligibility
to purchase trailers provided as emergency housing.

o PL 89-769 (1966)--Liberalization of loan pro-
visions, extension of eligibility to rural communi ties
and'unincorporated townsvand Villages and to institu-
tions of hlgher educatlon, and Federal cost sharlng for
repair ‘of fa0111t1es of State and local governments

damaged while under construction.
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o PL 90f247_(1§$85é-Aid for reconstruction of
publi¢, technical, 6deatiena1,_and other special educatienf
facilities at the elementary or-secondaryﬁschool,level.

o PL 91-79° (1969)--Federa1 cost-sharing for reoalr
of hlghway fac111t1es not on Federal-ald systems, a1d for
tlmber operatlons, grants to State and local governments
for removal of debrlsjfrom»prlvate property, food coupons;
nnemp10yment asSistandei and fire suporession grants}
(These-benéfits weére in addition to those authorized by
previéns legislation and were to be in effect for 15
months.) | |

o PL 91-606 (1970)--Major recodification of'disaster
assistance with new significant benefits, including assis-

tance beforé a disaster actually occurs, provision of

- emergency communications and public transportation,  re-

 employment assistance, temporary mortgage or rent

payments, aid to ﬂ&ior sources of employment, provision.
of legal services, &isaster grants for communities, and
relocation assistancé, and for thevﬁirst timé matching
funds with the States'fbr State disaster planning. |

o PL 92-209 (1971)--Grants to medical care

facilities owned by tax-exempt organizations.
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-oi PL 92-385 (1972)—-Liberalization of loans to

1nd1v1duals and bas1ness,'and grants for repalr of

private non- proflt educatlonal facilities and ecu1pment

at all 1evels; (These were in addition to benefits

ccvered.by prior legislaticn and'were‘intended to aid only

victims Of”Tropical Storm Agnes.)

At first glance, the expan51on of the disaster a551stance
act1v1t1es seemed to be accompanled by considerable organlza—
" tional changes. The - respon51b111t1es of FCDA were transferred
iby Executive Order 10773 of July l 1958, to the Office of’
Defense and Civilian Moblllzatlon (ODCM) in the'Executive Office
of the‘President, created by the Reorganiiation Plan No. 1 of
1958. ODCM, which combined ail the‘emergency preparedness and
response functions as they arefgenerically called today, becamev‘
the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization (OC‘DM:) by virtue
:of PL 85-763 and Executive Order 10782 iater in 1958. The |
consolidated agency was split'by'the transfer Qf the.civil
defense functions to the Department of Defense by Executive
. Order 10952 of July 1961, leaving continuity of gcvernment,\
stockpiie, and dlsaster a551stance functions in OCDM. OCDM's
name was changed to Offlce of Emergency Planning by P.L. 87-296
in September of 1961 and flnally to Office of Emergency Pre—

paredness (OEP) . by P.L. 90-608 in October of 1968.



56

In reallty, the dlsaster program underwent no>structura1
'o;ganlzatlonal changes durlng thlS perlod Ass1stancé to
V&ctlms of natural d;sasters'was not a.factor in either‘the
.‘cgmbination fnat resulted in ODCM or. the splitting that left

OFP in. the Executive office of the President and placed the

 Qperationa1.fun¢ﬁiQQs of civil:defense'in the Depértment
<Qﬁ Defsnse; Egrfhe;! its essential characferistic
of coordipa#ing ﬁhslagtiyities of many other Federal agencies,
then‘iﬂ_st?eSSf?l situations, seemed an appropriate function of
the Execﬁtive-Officé of the'President. If its separation from
sthe civil defense operatlon functlons caused any real or per-
ceived loss of effectlveness, such les was not at that time
gqmmented upon in the available documents.’ |

Structural orgsnizational stability dﬁring this 20-year pef—
iod, howe&er,'was accompgnied by program grbwth and increased
somplexity. After e@ch larger-than-average disaster, such és
Camille (1969), San Fernando (1971) and Agnes (1972) extensive
Qongressional‘hea;ings were held in Washington and the field
leading to ?rogram expans;on,.inCIUding a new emphasis on disaster
preparedness. 'Iﬁ this connectibh, in response to -PL 91-606,
OEP sentjfo the Congress in January 1972 a three—volume-report,
. Disaster Prepaiednessg that was to become a landmark publication.
It Was the first comprehensivesanalysis and evaluation of all
feaeral, State, and 1o¢a1 programs relating to natufal hasards

and risks in the-United States and the systems, policies, plans,
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and prégréms for reducing aﬁd hitiéat{ng'fheﬁ'séfore the
disasﬁers‘occurred,_' Thé heéhéhismé that it identified iﬁcluded 
'Compfehehsivé disaner ihsuraﬁééégimprd§e& lahd—uSevand'building
codeé and praétices;vsafety insbeétions, regulation_of Weather
modification and utilization of new technology. OEP subsequently
madeISOmérprqgreSS'iﬁ increasing disaster mitigation me#sures.‘
‘Thése initiati?es wéré.Stunted,ihGWevery'by the events Ofil973
(that are cbvered in-the"néxt section of'fhis paper);

» Recent’Disaster Assistance Activities (1973 to the Present)

A comprehensiVe,reVision of Ehé,DiSaster Act was proposed
by the Adminiétration eafly in 1973‘following_an 8~month‘eff0r£
of a joint OMB-OEP study group with the participation of theA
highest levels of the'Executive branch; some 30 Féderal agenciés,
public intereét and reseaféh groups, and manyléonsultants. The
reéultant proposed "Disasfef‘Pfeparedness-and Assistapce Act

of 1973" was ". . . intended to‘prOduceub program more equit§b1e7

. . ,.: . .; R . . "’ ._.‘_= N '., . . - ..
efficient, effective,’' and economicial . . . with the use of grants .’

to assure needed Federal funding unfettered Ey a multipliéity
of procedural requiréments. . " inlthe-words of the Presidential
message accompanying if. 'The proposed bill, however, recommended
no.organiiationai‘changé; Had it passed as proposed, it would

have caused theAconsblidationwoflall‘disaster loan activities

into one agency -- a topic that is”still‘being studied today - by

administrative rule. No other organizational change was con-

témblated, and it was assunied that the program would continue
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under OEP. Ae it happened;rthe bill_fared poorly.at,the hands
of the Congress. After a‘§é$£ of hearings and delibere£iens
ard under the pressure generated by the tornado disasters of
April 1974, thenCOngreSS passed the currently ogeraﬁi?e act,
the "Disaster Relief Actief 1974% (P.L. 93;288). :This Act
resembles the proposed bill in only.a few respects, noteworthy
aﬁOng which is»Titie 11; “Disaster Preparedness Aseistance,"
containing legislative authority for undertaking mitigation
and preparedness activities. | |

Like the proposed Administration bill, PL 93-288 containedv
no brganizational'provisiens,'all powers being vested in the
Presidenf. By the time it became law;.however, in May 1974
a very significant restrUCturing of the whole emefgency prepared-
ness functions'in'the Federal éOVernment -- including disaster
assistance--had alreedy taken place by Presidential initiative
udder the Reorganizatien PlanvNo. 1 of 1973, effective on July
1, 1973.

This Reofganizatipﬁ Plan and its implementing Execﬁtive
Orders 11725 and 11749 abolished OEP and placed the disaster
assistance program in e newly created element of the Department
of Housing and Urban De&elopﬁent, the Federal Disaster Assistance
Administration, where it now rests. For the first time in almost
20 years this program found itself outside the Executive office
of the President and for the fi:st time ever it was embedded in

a large line department with which it had only limited affinity;




.Desoite-its serious imblications not?only on disaster
» programs'but also'on the wholeremergencybpreparedness responsi-
_bilities of the Federal Government, the oniy announCedvmotive
'for this Reorganiéation‘Plan had nothing specifically to do with
functions,'responsibilities; performance or organizational
problems-of the affected programs. According to testimony pre-
sented to the Congress, the reason adduced in support of trans-
'ferrlng-the dlsaster program to HUD was the close relationship-
: between the emergency hOusing element of disaster assistance and
.‘HUD's community planning_and development functions; The central
'motive'was the desire on the part of the Administration to
reduce the size of the Executive Office of the ?resident;
Because of the'recency_oflthe events, it is difficult to
assess thesimoacts_of the 1973 organizational change. At the
'Federal level, the additional layer represented by the |
Secretary of HﬁD between the FDAA and the President's Office
~does not seem to have been a real impediment to the provision
of assistance to disaster victims. Direct contacts between
FDAA and,the White Housevhate been.close and effective. However,
during this perlod State and local off1c1a1s have indicated a
growing d1scontent with having to deal with three different
Federal reglonal offlces w1th aoparent overlapping ]urlsdlctlon

in disaster preparedness~and response.
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Iv.. Evolution of Other Categorles of C1v1l Emergency B
Preparedness in - the u.s. -

Curféhtiy; the ﬁfiﬁéipéi’Federal emergency preparedness
%Unctiohs not reldted tb war or to.ﬁatural disaster are assumirig
inereaSiﬁé‘iﬁﬁﬂfEéﬁée.' i£ i only within the last decade or sé
that these problems havé réceiVéd_SYStematic attention within
the Federéi Governmefit. There have been some earlier ex-
periencés-+for example; Wiﬁh a chlorine barge that threatened
to leak_deéaiy gas in the lower Mississippi Valley some 15
?ears ago: and thers Were minor resource crises of various
kinds over thé yedrs. But fécenfiy this new range of problems
ahd potential pfoﬁiéﬁs, ihblﬁdihg threats or acts of terrorismi
peacetime nuclédr eiergeéncies, critical shortages of vital
Supplies siich ésvpéﬁfbieﬁﬁ, and disruptions of essential serviees
such as electricity B¢ transportation, have demanded increasing
Faderal attention. & éééériptidn of an iliustrative list of
these probieis Folisws. |

Begihﬁihg about ié%d; the Director of OEP became in-
treasingly iﬁvbiVEd-WiEH é ﬁﬁh5er of broad emergency problems

facing the American ﬁﬁbiie. Phese ranged from'reduced electriéal
power évaiiabiii£§ to oil émPargo contingencies and fuel-relatéd
agriculture and industrial problems. In February 1970, the
Preeideht establisHed an 0il POlicy Committee under the
chairmanship of the birecfor of CEP._ This Committee provided
policy direction, coordination, and surveillance of the oil

import program.
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In order to deal with a grQWihg‘distillate fuel oil shortage
“in the fail‘ofv1970;,Preéident'Nixon:annopnced cfeation,bf'a
&bint Board.on Fue1 Supp1y,aﬁd‘Fue&~Transport.. Thé Director
: df‘OEP was7appbin£ed Chairman‘of this Joint Board;(-As fuel

éupplies:dwindled and priéeSerse:in the succeeding three ygars,
the Joint Board 1adnched conservation programs and’dévised
Véfidus gasoiine ahd-fuél oilVC6ntin§ency plahs for the nation:
ihiS[expefieﬁde Set'a.paﬁtefﬁ foridealing>wi£h other‘resoufce
“Criées tha£ chUrred in Subéequent yeérs.

In September 1973, after the fransfer of major OEP functions
to0 GSA, GSA/FPA was called upon to]aésist in the §fganization51 
dévelopmenﬁ‘of the Federal Energy Office and in the planning
_ aﬁd-management of the Vbiuhfary Petroleum Allocation‘Program
éﬁd_its-succeséo?; the Mandatory Petroleum Allocation Prdgfam}'

An Energy ﬁesources_COUhéil was established in 1973.
"Reacting to anticipatéd @atural_gas‘shortaées, the Energy Re-~
sources Council in May 1975 established an ihteragency Natural -
Gas Policy and Contingency Planning Task Force under the
leadership Qfgthe FedérallEnergy Administration. A number of
contingency plans were deveéloped to alleviate the impact of
" natural gas shortages on the economy, including ﬁse of
.authoritiesﬂavailéble to the birectorj FPA, undéf‘the Defense
‘P"rqdi;ctio‘n Act of 1950.

As another éxample; invthe summer and fall of 1975,

chlecrine shortages for water purification purposes threatened
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.”'to cause serious public health problems. FPA became involved

in this issue through its bas1c responsibility for monitoring

resource shortages and 1nterruptions;‘ Under_FPAhieadership,

a national action plan for water crisis treatment’was prepared.
Resource Field‘BOards were convened, based on the pattern of
the Joint Board described ahore,’to monitorhthe situation at

.regional and state leVels. F?A coordinated the development of
‘an Executive Order empowering the Secretary:of Commercec"to_
redelegate'to‘agencies,'officers, and empIOYees of the government).g

functions relating to orders for .the provision of chemicals .

B or»substances neceSsarj for treatment of water;"

Early in 1973, OEP used the authority contained in Execu-
tive Order 11051 to promulgatejan agreement on radiological
,A_emergency response planning for fixed nuclear facilities.* This

. agreement assigned AEC as lead agency, supportedvby DHEW, EPA
.andVDCPA, t0'provide'coordinated;Federal assistance to State and
local governments for radiological emergency response planning.

In December 1975, FPA published a reVised agreement designating B

"NRC as lead agency and expanding the_scope-of the agreement to

binclude transportation incidents involving‘radiological materials.

Responsibilities under -the revised agreement'were also assigned.’

to ERDA, DOT and HUD/FDAA. In this s:ituation; FPA performs the
overall_coordinating role through:

o Resolving Federal interagency and Federal/State‘
vproblems;

*There has been some dispute as to whether Executive Order 11051
was the appropriate authority for this purpose

-
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o 'Reviewiné“éﬁaiehdofsinb NRC guidahee to other
federal egenciesAahé NRCiguidance'end'pléns assistance:

‘to State andvléeel éevernments;‘

.é' Encouraéinq'and makitharrangements for Eederal
febresentétivelvisits to‘States:tb_prbvide‘oﬁtsite
planning‘assistance.

A particularly iﬁﬁefesting example of emergency response
,tebavnon—waf and non-disaster criSis wassthe‘role’ovaEP in‘
managiné the-wage-price'freese_ih August through November 1971.
QOEP, as'the'erganizational»heif te the Naﬁienal Security Resources
Beard, had as one‘pf'its‘primafy responsibilities the development
'of emergency planning for ecohemic stabilization.* This assign-
ment was visualized primanily as useful in war-related national
emergenCies;iih 197lzit beeaﬁe clear that OEP's economic
,stabilization fuhctiohjcould also be employed effecti§ely in a
peaeetime economic'crisis. In the Executive Order of August‘lsfl
1971, establishing a 90-day freeze‘on prices, rents, wages and
salaries, a Cost ofILiving Council was established to administer -
the freeze with the Difector of OEP as a member. Cost of Living-
Council order No. 1 "delegated to the Director, OEP, responsi-
bilities and authqrity to implemeht, administer, monitor and
enforce the stabilizatioh'of prices, rents, wages and salaries-
as directed by section 1 of the order." Working through its
ten regional offices;‘and7supported by the field estéblishment
of the Internal Revenue Serviée;. OEP actively_manaéed the
freeze operation until those responsibilities were turned over

to the Internal Revenue Service in a Phase II follow-on program.
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Amohg’theﬂﬁany reséurcelgmergenéies which can beset the
’ﬁation, widespread failroadﬁandnﬁbtér truck service interruptidns
have been particularly sériousAin their potential adverse effect
dpon the economy. In these situations, FPA and its predecessor
légencies have coordinated the Federal government response. For
. é%amplé; when a hatioﬁWiaé'rail strike of two weeks duration
Qécurred.iﬁ Julyhﬁﬁéﬁéﬁ 1§71, OEP assembled infofmatibn on the
.sﬁatus-of'Ehé'striké,ipfépéred'impact statements of its effect
on the economy, ahd'sﬁbmittéd'£Wice—daily reports to the White
Hbuse. An around-thé=clock operations and information center
ménitéréd fheAaétiviEies of the ten OEP :egional.offices,énd
other concerned Federal adencies in locating critical resource
sﬁortages and taking actions to correct them.

FPA and ité predecessor agencies have thus had significant
ihvolvement in cooperating with State and local officials in
the management of reséﬁréé disruptions of the kind described
above. 1Its regional offices in.the ten Federal Regioﬁal Council
cities have a highly imbbriaﬁt’roié in carrying out these
responsibilities; but their effectiveness is sharply limited
by the minimal staffing avéilablé. Regional Field Boards have
been convened from timé to time to cope with such varying
situations as transportation and coal strikes, power and fuel

déficiencies, crop drying; and chemical supplies for water

purification. -In this conhection, the FPA Guide for Contingency

Pianning: The Management 6f Resource Crises for State,
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'Municipal, and Community'Levels‘(l976) has helped deVelop a
Better‘coordinated and‘better‘integrated approach”to,crisis
.management at the State?levei; |

The ahove.discussion by:no means covers the full range_of
<fnon—war and non—natural dlsaster problems emerglng in the c1vrl
emergency preparedness f1eld ‘but it is 1llustrat1ve of those |
,problems.--In~l974 FPA in ‘an 1nternal reorganlzatlon separated

confllct preparedness" from “c1v1l crisis preparedness, aa

reflectlon of the grow1ng 1mportance of non-war emergencies.
There appears to be ample )ustiflcatlon for taklng 1nto account o
crlses_and emergenc1es of non-war_and.non-natural dlsaster
origin in designing an'improued oVerali organization for
Federal civil emerqency preparedness and responsew. There may
be a need to obtaln, through leglslatlon, clarlflcatlon of
authorltles in thlS area.
V. Some Implications for Future drganizational Development

It is eVident,that organizational arrangements for Federal‘
civil emergency_preparedness in the United~States haue gone
through many periods of turbulence. Changes in organization
have been made to reflect_changes-invthelstrategic situation
and the'perceived threat, to.reflect efforts to stimulate -
publlc and Congressional support, and in some instances to
_reflect changlng management concepts. Most of the changes that
have occurred have involved the war-related or national security
aspects of Federai emergency preparedness programs. During the

past 10 years,'however,vthe'natural disaster assistance prOgrams



66
havenekpanded‘to‘theipoint where they nOweconstitute a‘hlghly.
important factor in;decidlng on organlzational arrangements.
Preparednessdfor'other kinds?of.civilwemergencies (e. g.;

: peacetlme nuclear 1nc1dents, terrorlsm, and economic dlsruptlons)

\ have not been a major factor 1n past reorganlzatlons.J Concern
over these types of c1v1l emergencies is grow1ng, however, and
future organlzatlonal arrangements should expllc1tly take such
emergencies into account.
The war-related programs grew.out of experience in World
War II, which brought-military devastation to many civilian
populatlons in Europe and A51a, and which underlined the
1mportance of hav1ng an economy and an industrial base that
could be qulckly geared to meeting emergency requlrements.
The Korean War reinforCeddtheﬂbelief in the'United States that
Lndustrial mobilization‘planning and preparedness, on a con-
tinuing'basis; werehessential t0>the_Nation's security.
During the past three decades, the capability of potential
adversaries to inflict'casualties and damage on the United
'Statesghas grown phenomenally, and in thevsame period‘likely
warning time‘has shrunk dramatically; But these changes in |
the magnitude and immediacy of the potential threat have not
.been aCcompanied_by a growth in attention to war—relatedvcivil
emergency preparedness,measures. In fact there has, on,the
whole, heen growing.apathy.towards.civil~defense and related

programst This apathy is probably due at least in part to a
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- combination of the fact that there has been no actual attack

on the United States, a belief that nuclear war won't really

occur, and the v1ew often expressed that if 1t does occur it

will be SO catastrophically destructive that preparedness would
do little'good. In any event, 1ncreas1ng complacency since the
early l960ls_has made itﬁpolitically very difficult to promote
extensiVefciVil defense programs in the United States..

While.public attention to and Congressional support for
war-related civil emergenCy preparedness programs haveigenerally
waned, the oppositeitrend has characterized reactions to natUral_
disaster assistance programs, The Congress has, over the past
"decade particularly, provided increasingly generous ass1stance
to v1ct1ms~of_major natural.disasters. And there is genuine
State and local interest in:Such programs, especially in areas
where actual disasters have occurred.

Meanwhile, growing concentrations of population,iprplifera—v
tion of man-made structures, increasing interdependence_of
'vpeople, and expanding use of new technologies such-asvnuclear
poWer_haVe resulted in groWingivulnerabilities to a wider range
of possible emergencies,_gThese now include not only war~related
situations and natural_dfsasters, but such intermediate potential
hazards aslterrorism, nuclear‘reactor incidents, foreign
petroleum embargoes, prolonged ma551ve blackouts, and large-
scale industrial acc1dents.i-h ‘ N

| Although some of the trends noted above have affected
programs, there appears to be a less direct relationship between '

these trends and the various organizational solutions that have
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been proposed or éaééiéé oﬁerwtbe years. .A possdble“exception
has been the dlsaster a551stance functlon which, because of
thée expandlng attention and resources devoted to it, became
a significant factor in_oréanizational considerations beginning
about 1970. |

Most of the issies that have been studied and discussed
intident to eariiér réorganizations in this area have been
basic oréahiéatibhai glisdtions rather than prOgram‘questions.
Thése inclide How fuch cértralization of functions is
dedirable, exactly which fiinctions should be consolidated and
which dispersed; how higb Up in the Federal hierarchy the
focal'point of points for civil emergency preparedness should
be iocated; and how much operating responsibility should be.
deiegated by.tbé poiicy fiaking and coordinating body or bodies.

The number and ran§E~6f'sﬁbstantive‘programs and activities
i‘ni)ol&ed’, the nimber of a"g'}"én‘c-'ié"s‘ affected at all levels of
- government, and the fact that these programs deal in part with
disasters and emerdenci&d that acthaliy happen and in part
‘with contingerncies (Such as a niuclear attacki-that hopefully
will never occﬁr combine to make}this an extraordinarily_difficuit
braanizatioﬁéi probiem._ It is very probable that there is no
ideal organiéationai'soiution at the Federal level for dealing
_w1th preparedness for and response to the full range of non-

m111tary Ccrises, emergenc1es, and d1sasters that could occur
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in the 1ate 1970‘swbr¥ear1y*l980's; ‘But the organlzatlonal
hlstory of the past three decades suggests that certain funda-
mental pr1n01ples or‘guudellnesfmerit-careful attention in
vconnection’with organiZational studies in this area.‘ The
following seem particularly relevant:

o The agency charged with economic mobilization and
other civil emergency preparedness and response functions
should be a civilian agency, because these are 01v1l
government respon31b111t1es even though they affect both
civilian and_military needsf vThevmilitary‘establishment
should, of course; havehan'important suoporting role in“
‘dealing with these‘prOblems.

o Responsibility at the Federal level for civil
emergency preparedness and‘response.should be‘centralized
in a single agency, for'administrative efficiency, to
. av01d duplication, to encourage dual use of available resources,
and to promote better coordinated planning and programming.v

o The single, central Federalvagency should have a
very close_relationship to the President, because the
functions.invoived are,‘by law or necessity,.sufficiently »
vital that they should command the President's attention.
Furthermore, they cut across the functional roles of most
Federal agencieS¢_and‘involve extensive cooperation with

State and local governments at the highest levels.
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' grcwiné. iﬁé siﬁgié, centrai agency shonld be designed

. ness and response organlzatlons should be compatlblew

*»

o The single, centraiiagency should seek to avoid
invoiﬁeﬁent ih SpéfétinAi fnnctions. Otherwise, it
would becofie too cumbersome and would be undertaking .
tasks'that other, specialized agencies are better equipped
to carr§'cut.

o fhe range.and_diﬁersity cf crises and emergencies

for which centralized Federal planning should be done is

to address the full spectrum of such crises and emergenc1es.

o Under our Federal system, and the concept of

shared respon51b111ty, Federal and state emergency Dreoared—

o Finaiiy; organizational changes alone will not
soi§é.aii the bféﬁiéﬁé inherentlin this complex area.
Public support; écnéressicnal'interest, active_Presidential
ditéction, and.tcp guality people in key positions may
well be more iﬁpofééﬁé than any particular organizational
sciﬁtion. But a gaﬁﬁéiy conceived organization can make
an impaiéant contribution to iﬁprcved programs in this

area of such vital concern to the nation.







- Appendix C

Summation of Public Involvement
for the _
Federal Emergency Preparedness and Response
: Reorganlzatlon PrOJect

The Federal Emergency Preparedness and Response (FEPR)
Reorganization Project had several goals for Its publlc
involvement process:

o In consonance with the general philosophy of the
. President's Reorganization Project it sought public
participation in the identification of programmatic and.
organizational problems in the area of Federal emergency
preoaredness and dlsaster response.

o It sought to keep the publlc informed of the FEDR
Study's purpose and progress.

o It sought public comment on the FEPR Study s flndlngs
and proposed reorganization options. B .

o It sought to generate public understandlng of and sup—,'
port for the FEPR project. : : :

Correspondence

The first step toward achieving these goals was the :
dissemination of the Work Plan for the FEPR Study. Fifteen
"hundred copies of the Work Plan were distributed to: ,

Governors; : : .
State . Directors for Dlsaster Preparedness,
State Departments of Community Affairs;




In addition the U. S. Civil DefensefCouncil~pub1ished'
an article in its November "Bulletin" which described the
FEPR study and solicited comments from its membership.’

The response to these initiatives was comprehensive.
and informative. Every state and the territories of the
Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, American
Samoa and Guam commented on the Work Plan.and'issues they. .
felt were relevant to the study. Local government offlclals,’
voluntary organizations, members of Congress and conc¢erned
individuals sent another 138 letters expressing their views
on the sub]ect of Federal emergency preparedness and response.

The problems they identified and the recommendatlons
they made are tabulated on the following page. For simpli- ,
city's sake the problems are tabulated in the broad categories
of program authorities, policy making, program structure and’
. disaster mitigation and relief. Specific issues that were
raised under each of these categories are stated 1n Part . II
Problem Identification of Appendlx A. . : :

The most frequently cited problems Were:

- lack of clear program authorities;

- lack of continuity and. natlonal leader-
ship in pollcy development;

-~ duplication in and poor coordlnatlon of
preparedness and response programs, and;

- failure to integrate hazard mitigation,
preparedness and response plannlng and pro-
gramming. _

Seventy—three percent of the responses recommended
t f+a~national*allhazard preparedness program and




REORGANI?Z

ATION. PROJECT

EMERGENCY' PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE
oEcridr . JANUARY 31, 1978

Congressibrié ; _

E State D Iocal volunteer/ Percent of Total

bovex;nor Director | Government Other _Correspondence
14% 14% 20% 10% 17%
9.5% 22.5% 343 10% 283
66.5% 443 25% 40% 37%
and | 145 28% . 25% 108 233
66.5% 653 833 36% 73t
9.5% 16% 8% ’ 9%

16% 42% 25% 29%
21 43 124 14
TOTAL, CORRESPONDENCE 284
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Congressiona

State CD Iocal Volunteer/ Percent of Total

Governor Director ‘Government | Other Correspondence
14% 14% 208 108 el 17%
9.5% T 22.5 348 108 283
66.5% | 448 - s | 0% 37%
14% 28% T 258 | 10% T 23
66.55 658 | 838 | 363 73
9.S%f‘» 16% X 8% | - T oe
T2 | 422 | 253 208

21 | 43 124 14

TOTAL CORRESPONDENCE 284
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public interest groups, ten environmental groups, nineteen
voluntary organizations and nine environmental and private
interest groups. This was the means by which the Project
Director kept a broad group of people generally advised.
of the Project's activities during the data analys1s stage

»of the project.

The FEPR Project has worked closely with the Disaster
Assistance Subcommittee of the National Governors' Associa-

tion which has initiated a study of state organization

for emergency preparedness and response that parallels the
FEPR Study. On December 12, 1977, Governor Mike O'Callaghan,
in his capacity as chairman of this Subcommittee, sent out a
"Disaster Preparedness Survey" that requested feedback on ,
issues being addressed by the FEPR: Study. . All .of the States -
responded to this survey. : :

Forty-two states specifically recommended consolidating
DCPA, FDAA and FPA. They emphasized the need to provide
states with one Federal point of contact regarding emergency
preparedness and response policy and the need for effective
coordination of disaster response programs. The survey re-
sponses also highlighted individual problems created by the
existing Federal organization of ‘these programs.

Meetings

vGreg Schneiders, FEPR Project Director; attended the

- first meeting of the full Governors' Subcommittee on December
©19, 1977. At that time he reviewed the progress of the FEPR
Study and discussed the Project's most likely reorganization

recommendation -- formulation of an all hazard preparedness -
policy and consolidation of DCPA, FDAA and FPA. The. Sub-
“ommlttee ‘was  unanimou LNLig oport of .t 1S ec’mmendatlon




Among the points stressed by these organizations were:
‘- The Federal government must begin to integrate
hazard mitigation, emergency preparedness and disaster response
programs;
- Greater coordination of Federal disaster response
programs is needed, and; '
- The Federal government must assume a leadershlp role
-in emergency preparedness.. :

The FEPR Project held four regional meetings in Chicago,
San Francisco, Philadelphia and Atlanta in January. These
meetings began with an overview of the FEPR Reorganization
Project and a summation of Study activities, findings and
- possible reorganization recommendations. The format of the
meetings allowed general public comment on the Study, ques-
tions and statements for the record and small group discussion
of specific organizational issues based upon a dlscu351on
paper prepared by the FEPR Project staff

The regional meetings were well-attended with more than
100 people at each of the meetings in Chicago, San Francisco
and Atlanta. Participants came from nearly all fifty states
with the New England states being the notable exception.
Attendance from these states was limited by the severe winte
storm that struck the northeast just prior to the January 19
meeting in Philadelphia. However, several of these states
did submit written comments in lieu of being represented at
the meeting. In addition to broad geographical representa-
tion, a cross-section of interests was represented. Volun-
tary relief organizations were well represented at each meeting
as were the Governor's officies, State legislative bodies,
county government, city government and the National Guard.
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Council, several meetings with the Executive Committee and

‘two with the full membership of the National Association of

State Directors for Disaster Preparedness (NASDDP) meetings
with individual State Directors and meetings with officials
of voluntary relief organizations, publlc 1nterest groups, and

- the insurance industry.

The case studies conducted for the FEPR study were also'

vehicles for public problem identification and comment. The

Kentucky Flood case study, the Drought case study, the Crisis =
Relocation Planning case study and the Flood Insurance case
study were all particularly effective in this regard. Project

~staff also interviewed State and local officials and private

citizens in Johnstown, Pennsylvania, in order to compare the
flood experience there with the flndlngs of the Kentucky flood
case study.

,Public,Séctor Advisors

Finallyj'the:FEPR Project sought feedback on Specific
elements of the study, such as the case study findings and

‘the reorganization options from selected public sector advisors. -~

These advisors included ten U.S. Senators and Representatives,
the members of the NGA Disaster Assistance Subcommittee and
representatives of the National Association of State ®irectors
for Disaster Preparedness and the U.S. Civil Defense Council.
Three informal discussion meetings were held with 14 recognlzed

. experts in civil emergency preparedness. Half of these were

officials of emergency preparedness organizations in previous
administrations. The others were from academic life or Con-
gressional policy staff. These advisors provided the project
with an important means of testing its findings, organization
analy51s and proposed recommendations against the public per-
f problems and p0551b1e solutlons to those problems



.. Conferences and Discussions by Members
_of the FEPR Reorganization Proiect

May 11, 1977

July 11-13, 1977

July 15, 1977

September 8-9, 1977

October 3-5, 1977
October 26, 1977

November 14-15, 1977
and
"December 6, 1977

December 7-8, 1977

January 31, 1978

Meeting with representatives of

the National Association of State
Directors for Disaster Preparedness
(NASDDP) , Washington, D.C.

Annual meetlng of VASDDP, Seattle,-
Wash. . : o

’Meeting with Director and staff of
National Governors' Association,

Washington, D.C.

Semi-Annual meeting of the National_.
Governors' Association, Detroit,

“Michigan

Annual Conference of the U. S. Civil
Defense Council, Long Beach, Calif.

American Insurance Association

‘Committee Meeting, Crystal City, Va.

Meetlngs of Reorganization
Subcommittee of the U.S. ClVll

Defense Council Washington, D.C. -

Meetlng of Reorganlzatlon Commlttee

-of NASDDP, Ashev1lle, North,Carollna

Voluntary Relief Organlzatlons‘

‘subcommittee on_Domestlc Dlsaster




Attachment I
Meeting Summaries

Voluntary Relief Organizations - December>8, 1977.

" Greg Schneiders, Director of the FEPR Reorganization
Project, chaired a meeting with representatives of fourteen
voluntary relief organizations including the American National -
Red Cross, the Salvation Army, the National Catholic Disaster -
Relief Commlttee and the Mennonlte Dlsaster Service.

The primary purpose,of this meeting was to dlscuss issues
that these organizations with particular expertise in the :
area of disaster relief believed were relevant  to the FEPR Study.
"Three general themes ran through the dlscu551on'

1. An emDhasls on cooperatlon and coordlnatlon, rather
than direction and control, in the relationship between the
Federal government and the prlvate, nonprofit sector-

2. The need to place more importance on natural
disaster preparedness and to 1ntegrate natural disaster
.preparedness and response, and;

3. The need to maintain civilian control over emergency
preparedness and response. : :

The most pressing problem these organizations wanted:
addressed by the FEPR Progect was the duplicate information
required by Federal agencies providing disaster assistance.
They felt that information obtained from disaster victims
should be shared between agencies and that the Privacy Act
should be amended to allow this information to be shared
with voluntary organizations. In addition they felt that
‘ Nl»a551stance programs,should be better coordlnated




» The group felt that the follow1ng changes were needed
_at the Federal level: . -

1. A more coordinated Federal response to natural
disasters;
2. Development of a leadershlp role for the Federal
government in natural disaster preparedness, -and;
-~ 3. Integration of attack and natural disaster prepared—
ness and response through consolldatlon of the DCPA, FDAA
and FPA.

‘ Problems cited by the group included the confu51on and
lack of coordination in Federal natural disaster response

programs and the lack of a well-defined Federal role in

- natural hazard mitigation and preparedness for natural

disasters. '

Environmental and Private Interest Grodps - December 9, 1977.

Since the National Flood Insurance Program is the largest
Federal, nonstructural, natural hazard mitigation program,
environmental and private interest groups with specific in-
terest in this program were invited to a meeting chaired by
Greg Schneiders on December 9, 1977. " They included the
American Insurance Association, the American Bankers' Assoc. .
tion, the U. S. League of Savings Association, the National
Association of Homebuilders and the National Association of
Realtors. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss this

group's view of the NFIP and its relation to a reorganization

of Federal emergency preparedness and response’programs.'

Meeting part1c1pants agreed that flood insurance is the
alternative to increased Federal outlays for disaster relief.
fﬁalso p01nted out that most people are not 1nc11ned to

' . £ y ;

—




, In summary, participants felt that the Federal govern- -
-ment provides too much in the way of disaster response as ‘-
compared to the few incentives for preparedness and mitiga-
tion. They felt that a consolidation of Federal preparedness
- and response programs ought to include strong emphasis on
" mitigation. o o N ' S

NGA_Disaster Assistance Subcommittee, December 19, 1977.

Greg Schneiders, Director, FEPR Project, met with members
of the National Governors' Association Disaster Assistance
Subcommittee, chaired by Nevada Governor Mike 0O'Callaghan
on December 19, 1977. , _ . '

The Subcommittee is supervising a DCPA funded project,
to develop an information manual for Governors on State
preparedness for all types of emergencies. The purpose
of the meeting was to enhance cooperation between the -
‘Subcommittee's project and the FEPR Project. Subcommittee
- members did point out sevetral areas of state concern re--
garding Federal reorganization: o

1. The Federal government ought to develop a comprehen-
sive policy defining the steps necessary for a disaster
‘declaration as well as federal services for mitigation,
preparedness, response and recovery; '

2. _The FPA, FDAA and DCPA ought'to’be Coﬁsolidated,
and; _ . o e B

3. The consolidated agency must haveﬂﬁhe authority and

influence to manage federal assistance programs (regardless
of agency designation) in the best interest of victims.

concluded by restating their intention to cooperate
oot and - orph 3 fhat, coorainated espo

“Emergency ‘Preparedne

Regional Meetings




These meetings were designed to encourage- further prob—
lem identification at the State and local level and to inform -
State and local government officials, voluntary organizations
private interest groups and concerned individuals of the '
preliminary findings and reorganization options being con-
sidered by the Project staff. The format of the meetlngs
included presentations by Greg Schneiders, Project Director,
and Deputy Directors Bill Jones and Nye Stevens, questlons
and statements for the record from the whole group ‘and small
group discussion of specific reorganization issues based
upon discussion papers prepared by the Project.

Invitations went to Governors, State officials with
responsibilities for emergency preparedness or disaster :
response, State Legislators, State Associations of Counties,
Mayors, Regional Councils, Voluntary Organizations and public
and private interest groups.. Four hundred thirty-five people
representing most of the states and a broad cross-section
of interests, attended the four meetings.

The most commonly expressed concerns were lack of a
clearly defined Federal role in natural disaster preparedness,
lack of national leadership in civilian attack preparedness, .
lack of Federal coordination in natural disaster response
and failure to integrate Federal preparedness and response
programs. Participants expressed nearly unanimous support
" for an all hazard preparedness program and consolldatlon of
DCPA, FDAA and FPA.

Joint Council of National Fire‘Service‘OrganizatiOns -
February 23, 1978.

Greg Schnelders, Project Dlrector, Nye Stevens and

Gepr tt met th the J01nt Counc1l of Nat‘onal Flre




Public Interest Groups - March 1, 1978.

- Greg Schneiders, Project Director, Nye Stevens and
George Jett met with representatlves of the National
Fire Chiefs Foundation, the Urban Consortlum, the National
League of Cities and the International City Management
Association to discuss the possible inclusion of the
NFPCA in a new hazard mitigation, emergency preparedness
and response agency. Similarities and differences between
the NFPCA's functions and the activities of other agenc1es
targeted for inclusion were rev1ewed










. APPENDIX D

" FUNCTIONS OF FDAA, FPA AND DCPA -

' Federal Preparedness Agency (GSA)

'The FPA is responsible for the coordlnatlon and development
of national civil preparedness policies and plans and the fos-
tering of State and local participation in preparedness programs.
It -also conducts policy and programing functions incident to .
~emergency mobilization of industrial resources. to meet defense
needs and the maintenance and disposal of crltlcal stockpile
materials.

Particular responsibilities include: emergency availability
of resources (e.g., manpower, materials, industrial capacity);
civil defense policy; emergency organization of government;

- emergency stabilization of the civilian economy; rehabilitation
after enemy attack; continuity of Federal, State and local-
governments; administration and coordination of the National
Defense Executive Reserve Program; and participation in the

NATO and other international civil emergency planning activities.

Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (HUD)

. The FDAA is responsible for the direction, management and
coordination of the Federal disaster assistance program author-
ized in the Federal Disaster Relief Act of 1974. The FDAA pro-.

vides direction and overall policy coordination for disaster
program activities delegated the President, which involves
administration of the President's Disaster Relief Fund; manage—
ment or programs concerned with disaster research, preparedness,’
readiness evaluation, disaster relief and recovery; and coordi-
nation of other agency disaster assistance activities. The '
-FDAA dlrects reglonal and fleld office disaster assistance
i i s for Federal Disaster
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alert the population of enemy attack, a program to provide
emergency assistance to State and local governments in a post- -
attack period; and programs for making financial contrlbutlons
to the States for civil defense purposes.

DCPA is also responsible for supporting programs including:
training and education, research and development, emergency
public information, participation by industry and natlonal
organizations, and foreign civil defense liaison.

A breakout of the specific functions of‘the three7a§ehbies,
in terms of mitigation, preparedness, relief and recovery, is
attached. This array was useful to the Project in assessing
the nature and scope of respon51b111t1es now assumed by each
agency.

' FPA Mitigation Functions

o manages the FPA special facility and the interagency
communications system which are central elements in the Federal
continuity of government program _

FDAA Mitigation Functions

0 ' supports a program of hazard mitigation as a condltlon
of loans or grants for dlsaster rellef

o prov1des technical assistance to the States for develop-
ing comprehen51ve plans for hazard reductlon, av01dance, and
mitigation

DCPA Preparedness Functions

o coordinates civil defense policy, plannlng and admlnls—
tration with Federal departments and agencies :
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e} admlnlsters a program of disaster preparedness a531stance'
to State and local government which includes: S e

(a) support of State and local c1v11 defense stafflng
(b) construction, maintenance and equipping of State
i and local Emergency Operations Centers’
(c) support of State and local communlcatlons and warnlng
systems, plans and materials
(d) technical support of State and local dlrectlon and
control planning
(e) systems maintenance and tralnlng for radloloqlcal
defense
(£) support of State and local c1v11 defense tralnlng
' seminars and materials '
{g) support for State and local emergency publlc informa-
tion plans/materials
(h) support for State and local shelter surveys and: marklng
(1) support of State and local plans for in-place and
crisis relocation protection ,
(j) provision of Federal property (excess) to State and
local government :

o administers a program (with U.S. Army) to prov1de natlonal
~ciyvil defense warning and emergency communlcatlon systems at
Federal, State and local level

o administers a program for the development, engineering,
procurement, supply and support of radiological defense-systems

o] admlnlsters a program to design, develop, publlsh and dis-
seminate civil defense publlc information

o administers a program for research, development and
systems design of civil defense systems and equipment

o administers a program to enhance and assure dissemination
f emergency civil defense information to officials and the public

“conducts tests of the civil 'defense warning system

0 represents U.S. in NATO‘Civil Defense Committee meetings



FPA Preparedness Functions

, o advises and a551sts the Pre51dent in the determlnatlon
and coordination of policies and requirements for emergency

. preparedness activities of the Federal government during all
conditions of national emergencies : :

O provides US permanent representation to the NATO
Civil Emergency Planning Commlttee

‘o formulates pOllCleS for the management of the Natlonal
stockpile of. strategic and crltlcal materials =

o administers a program for the identification and pre- .
vention of resource shortages which threaten the national defense:

o conducts assessments of US industrial base capabilities
to support military and civilian requirements for a range of
‘national security contingencies, develops recommendations to
“improve the base, and coordinates interagency act1v1t1es related
to industrial preparedness : :

- o provides plans and policies and coordinates Federal
responses for the mobilization and management of the Nation's
human, natural and industrial resources during all conditions
of national emergency

o maintains a standby program for the stabilization of
the civilian economy in time of national emergency

o administers a program to assure the continuity of the
Federal government during national emergencies and provides
guidance on the continuity of State and local governments

o administers a National Defense Executive Reserve program




"0 provides a mathematlcs and computatlon capablllty for.
. research and analysis as a basis for dec151on making in
emergency preparedness
o] prov1des for admlnlstratlve support to the FPA staff

FDAA Preparedness Functions

_ o preparation of plans for warning, emergency operations,
rehabilitation, and recovery ' » '

o training and exercises
o post-disaster critiques and evaluations

o coordination with Federal, State and local preparedness
programs S - ’ S
o research
"0 one~time grants to. States for the development of plans,’
programs and capabilities for disaster preparedness and 3
preventlon
. o technical assistance to State and local governments -
for preparatlon against and as51stance following emergen01es
and major disasters

-0 annual matdhing-grants to States for improﬁing, main-
taining and updating State domestic-disaster assistance plans

FPA Response Functions

o) prov1des overall pollcy dlrectlon and control for a




o establishes fleld offices, public information systems,
communication networks, emergency support teams, public trans-
portation systems, and resource allocation programs; assures
-adequate stocks of food and provides for legal services

"0 issues mission assignments to appropriate Federal
~agencles and private relief organizations to carry out emergency
relief work in cooperation with State and local governments

:DCPA Recovery Functions

. 0 conducts post—-attack damage assessment, including
plotting radiological information on broadscale hazards of
weapons detonation for civil government

FDAA Recovery Functions

o administers the President's disaster fund which provides
flnan01al assistance in the form of loans or grants tof

(a) State ‘and local governments to help repair,
restore, reconstruct or replace public
facilities or private non-profit facilities,
remove debris and wreckage, and reimburse for-
emergency actions taken during the period of
incidence

(b) DHUD for costs of providing temporary housing

(c) D.O.L. for disaster unemployment assistance .

(d) State agencies for the Federal share of a grant
program to individuals for meetlng serious needs
Oor necessary expenses

(e) N.I.M.H. for crisis counsellng assistance

(£) local governments to cover 1osses of tax or

*‘“'*iother revenues oo el .
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APPENDIX E

' MISSION STATEMENT

- The mission of the agency, under the direction of the
President, is to protect the civilian population and resources
of the Nation and preserve the continuity of constitutional
government in times of major emergency. It shall develop
policies and plans and direct, monitor and coordinate Federal
programs and activities for preparedness for, mitigation of,
response to and recovery from natural, accidental, terrorist,
~and wartime civil emergencies. '

The agency, in discharging its responsibilities shall:

(1) advise and assist the President in the development, coordi-
‘nation, planning and administration of Federal policies, plans
and programs to prepare for, mitigate, and provide relief and
recovery assistance in the event of major emergencies, to pro-
tect the civilian population, the nation's resources and to
assure the continuity of Federal, State and local governments;
(2) direct the planning,:coordination and administration of

‘all Federal activities in support of State and local government
- for providing emergency assistance, relief and long-term -
recovery to the civilian population in response to a declared
major disaster or emergency, including management of a national
crisis control center and advising the President on the nature
and extent of the emergency and the degree of need for Federal
assistance, coordination of on-site emergency relief and re-
covery operations and post-emergency critique and .evaluation;
(3) develop and implement plans and programs and coordinate
~activities within the Federal Government and with State and
“"local governments to enhance disaster mitigation, preparedness,
relief and recovery policies, systems, plans and procedures;

(4) plan and administer programs for the training and education
of Federal, State and local officials and the public on policies,
plans and programs to prepare for, mitigate and provide relief
from.the effects of major emergencies; (5) coordinate, plan,

= 1 research,: development_and testlng"fpubllcrlnformatlon,
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‘Government, including industrial mobilization planning,
strategic stockpile, import surveillance and policy review

over central resource and essential service interruptions; (10)
provide a central point for inquiry to those in need of advice
or information regarding Federal assistance programs designed

to prepare for disasters, to mitigate their impacts and to

help those stricken by major emergencies and (11) prepare
annual reports to the President and the Congress .on the state-
of the Nation's emergency preparedness and the activities
undertaken by the agency in all aspects of its responsibilities.

The Administrator shall be empowered to delegate, with re-
allocation of funds as appropriate, specified authorities to
other departments or agencies. -







APPENDIX F

DUAL USE

Definition

"Dual use," in the program and policy context of this

- report, is the use of resources (personnel, facilities, com-—
munications systems, equipment) which are justified on the’
basis of national civil defense requirements and paid for with
funds authorized for civil defense purposes, "to meet other than
.civil defense emergencies. The dual use issue is fundamentally
one of the extent to which the authorities and appropriations
of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 (Public Law 81-920,

as amended) ought to be used to further activities that prepare
for and respond to local emergencies and natural disasters,
‘particularly in light of separate authorities (the Disaster
Relief Act of 1974, Public Law 93-288) which indicate that
Federal disaster relief is supplemental to State and local -
efforts. : ' '

R

- Background

’  The dual use controversy is founded in those portions of
: the Federal Civil Defense Act which: ,

o authorize State and local civil defense organl—
- zations to claim Federal surplus property;

: o provide for Federal contributions, oh a 50-50
matching fund basis, to the salaries and expenses of
State and local civil defense staffs, and;

o provide for Federal contrlbutlons for approved
civil defense materials and fac111t1es.

The”beneflts are made avallable on the ba51s of a justl—



o A closer association of civil defense organiza-
tions and capabllltles with natural disaster preparedness
and response will improve public understanding and support.
and increase the credibility of the attack preparedness
aspects of civil defense.

These remain the salient arguments in support of dual use
today. They have been advanced more forcefully in. recent years,v
.principally as the result of two factors: : :

o0 The deemphasis of civil defense since the early
1960's which has resulted in an overall decline in Federal
funding for State and local civil defense organlzatlons."

o The attempt of the previous Administration to
reduce ‘the civil defense budget from $87 million in FY
1976 to $40 million in FY 1977 to provide funding only
for those programs directly related to nuclear attack
preparedness.,

The proposed ‘action in the FY 1977 budget (which was
ultlmately increased substantially by the Congress) resulted
in a number of responses.

~House Hearings

In February 1976 a C1v11 Defense Panel of the Subcommlttee
‘on Investigations of the House Committee on Armed Services
began hearings on the Civil Defense program, which dealt exten— _
s1vely with the dual-use issue. The Panel reported R

. . .witnesses. . .bore down heavily on the adverse
consequences of [the proposed] restrictive approach. o
They pointed out that emergencies and dlsasters whether R
natural‘br ‘an—made, whetherjln wartlme or peacetlme,‘




subdivisions for civil defense purposes can be effec-
tively utilized, without adversely affecting the basic
civil defense objectives of this Act, to provide relief
‘and assistance to people in areas of thé United States
struck by disasters other than dlsasters caused by
~enemy attack. .

Joint Committee Hearings

, In April of 1976, the Joint Committee on Defense Produc-

- tion began an extensive review of civil preparedness in the
United States. Its Report issued in February of 1977, ex-
pressed the Commlttee s concern that:

Among the most serious of recent trends is the
tendency to make nuclear attack preparedness an entirely
separate and distinct function from peacetime emergency
preparedness. This is of particular concern in view of
~the mounting evidence of increased social and economic
vulnerability to non-military threats or disasters. A
rigid distinction of this kind also contradicts the.
experience of most planners that the most important
*preparedness functions are non-specific as to type of
disaster and that programs directed agalnst the most
common types of peacetime disaster provide an excellent
base for nuclear attack response. . . . The question
. . . is not whether it is feasible to think of nuclear
and natural disaster as conceptually different but
~whether it is desirable to base programs and allocate'
resources on these differences.

: The Committee 1llustrated its conclu51on that there are
exten51ve similarities between nuclear attack and other dlsaster
preparedness in a chart, which is reproduced on the following
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Current Department of Defense Policy

In a "Statement on Civil Defense," approved by DOD
and issued on May 16, 1977, over the signatures of the -
-Director of DCPA, the President-Elect of the National o
Association of -State Directors for Disaster Preparedness,
DCPA acknowledges that the Federal Government: :

. . .. cannot carry out its partnership responsibility
to support attack preparedness unless local and State
jurisdictions leave adequate total disaster preparedness.

"Local and State governments have the responsibility to
provide preparedness for enemy attack as well as peacetime

. disasters. Therefore, DCPA's financial assistance to -
local and State governmments in. the future may be used to -
~achieve total preparedness against any risk., Local govern-
ment, State government and DCPA will together work out
appropriate guidelines so that the citizens of the

-several States, the President, and the Congress can be

- assured of progress in achlev1ng attack preparedness on

-a State~by—State ba51s.‘

Azconclu51ons

The Project cencludes that endorsement . of the dual use
approach is warranted on the following bases:

o It is reasonable to build a nuclear emergency
preparedness and response capability on skills and B
organizations which exist to meet everyday emergencies.
Such an approach makes the planning more realistic,
reinforces its legitimacy, and increases the chances of
the plans being carried out ‘in an actual emergency..




Organizational Implications

The principal argument against the dual use policy is
‘that the main purposes of civil defense preparedness will be
diluted and ultimately ignored as the result of excessive
emphasis on natural disaster preparedness and response. This
dlfflculty was recognized by the House Armed Serv1ces Committee
in the Report referenced earlier: :

‘The panel expects that even with the committees:
endorsement of the continued dual use of civil defense
funds, the State and local agencies will strike the
proper balance and insure that civil defense capabilities
are in the forefront of their preparedness plannlng and
operations.

The Project believes that the balance can be effectlvely
acheived only under consistent policy guidance provided by an
agency with management and oversight responsibility for both
disaster relief and civil defense authorities. This is one
"of the fundamental bases of our reorganization proposal.







APPENDIX G

" Function/Program: FEarthquake Hazards Redudtioanrbgram-

‘Parent Agency Location: Office of Science and Technoldgy .
' Policy, Executive Office of the
President (Temporarily)

Background/Function Descrintion

Development of a comprehensive earthquake hazards reduc-
tion program (EHRP) and multi-year implementation plan :
has been in progress since October 1977, with passage
of the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 (P.L. 95-124).
The objectives are to reduce risks of life and property from
future earthquakes through (1) preparedness and response.

- planning; (2) technologically and economically feasible
design and construction methods, procedures and codes; (3)
land-~use restrictions; (4) research to develop a reliable
earthquake prediction capability; (5) communication and
education; and (6) appropriate research of physical,
~engineering, and social science problems. Research in
progress may in time improve our prediction capabilities
which could also contribute to reduc1ng earthquake losses.

The: Pres1dent assigned the responsibility. for the
development of a program to the Office of Science and
Technology Policy, Executive Office of the President, for.
the time required to prepare the initial comprehen51ve
programs and an implementation plan that is mandated by
_ the Act and must be submitted to the Congress by May 1, 1978.

The program and plan are being developed by OSTP staff,
detailees from Federal agencies, a consultant, and an
'adv1sory group: - - : ' '




2. Linkages to State/local governments, volunteer
agencies, and the private sector, which the core func-
tions of the new agency have, would be very useful to
the EHRP.

3. State/local governments would have a single p01nt of
contact for all hazards reductlon orograns.

4. The EHRP could perform its activities in a more cost-
effective manner by using ‘support services avallable to
‘the new organization.

5. Since many EHRP activities are in research, there is
always the prospect that the program can become insulated
from real life issues and problems; this can be avoided
by placing EHRP in an organization with continuing activi-
ties in intergovernmental and Federal agency coordlnatlon
and in emergency management.

OSTP has no interest in long-term direction of the EHRP
and fully supports incorporation in a new agency with broader
hazard mitigation responsibilities. There is some apprehension
within the research community that the new agency, like its
predecessors, may not place enough emphasis on research and
_that the EHRP may be submerged by other act1v1t1es and prlorltles

Transfer of the EHRP to the new agencijill fulfill the "~
requirement under Section 5(b) (3) of P.L. 95-124, that the
President designate within 300 days after date of enactment
(October 7, 1977) the Federal organization which shall have
primary respon51b111ty for the development and 1mp1ementatlon
of the EHRP. Section 7(a) of P.L. 95-124 authorizes appropri-
ations of $2,000,000 each for fiscal 1979 and 1980 to im- .=
plement.the central planning and.coordination of the EHR

EHRP-to.the-new: agency







APPENDIX H

. Functidn/Program: DamvSafety'CoordinationVand P]anning’

- Parent Agency Location: Federal Coordinating Council for Science,
' Engineering and Technology (FCCSET), Office of
" Science and Technology Policy (0GSTP)
(Temporary assignments only)

" Background/Function Description: At present, no single federal agency
‘is charged with an ongoing and continuing responsibility to plan for and
coordinate the dam safety programs carried out by a number of federal -

'~._agenCies. Each agency (e.g., Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation,
. TVA) conducts dam safety. programs in accordance with its own practices

and policies. These agencies emphasize structural safety in their
approach to dam safety. Although the Corps of Engineers do classify

- dams by hazard to peeple and property resulting from potential dam
failure, there is little significant Federal work being conducted with
. state and local governments to insure the protection of lives and
property through emergency preparedness procedures.

" The President recognized the inherént problems associated with this
situation and instituted three actions to identify solutions to problems

- resulting from the'fragmentation of dam safety responsibilities among a

- number of agencies: (1) internal review of dam safety policies and
practices within agencies charged with site selection, design, construct1on,
certification or regulation, inspection, maintenance and operation,

repair and disposition of dams; (2) an interagency effort under the

FCCSET to coordinate and develop consistent dam safety policies -and
‘procedures and; (3) an independent review of dam safety policies and
‘practices by a panel of recognized experts under the OSTP.

These efforts provide promise for fruitful results to better
- coordinate. Federal responsibilities in dam safety matters, however, the
principal thrust of these efforts are to the engineering aspects of dam
- safety. There should be equal emphasis directed to the emergency
preparedness considerations, public safety planning, emergency warning
procedures, evacuation and care of evacuees and recovery operations. In
addition, there is needed a foca] point to cont1nue coord1nat1on of ‘



Recommendation: Identify this function as a responsibility of the

new agency. For non-Federal dams, the President has directed that the
‘Corps of Engineers work in cooperation with states and private owners to
inspect approximately 9,000 high hazard dams (dams which could cause

- significant loss of 11fe and/or property in the event of failure). The
responsib]e Cabinet secretaries and the Science and Technology Adviser
~are to give the President an assessment of the first phase of this
inspection program in the fall of 1978.







- Appendix I .

Function/Program: Warning Oversight and Emergency'"
‘ ~ Broadcast System (EBS)

:Parent,Agency Location: Warning Oversight Policy - None
EBS Policy - Offlce of Telecom—
munlcatlons Policy

Background/Function Description The Department of
- Commerce through NOAA (NWS) is responsible for issuing
weather warnings to the public and other designated local’
authorities. The Department of Transportation, through
the FAA and Coast Guard, operates aviation and marine
- weather warning dissemination services. DCPA (w1th Army
support) prov1des warning for enemy attack.

The fragmented Federal respon91b111ty er warning was

a specific criticism of a recent GAO report (LCD~76-105,
April ‘9, 1976). GAO recommended that all Federal require-
ments for natural disaster and attack warning be better
defined and further, that an integrated national program
to meet these requirements and prevent proliferation of
warning systems be deveIOped OTP was suggested as the
agent to carry out this mission (Prior to reorganization
of EOP). .

The Emergency Broadcast System provides the President as
well as State and local officials with a means of communi-
cating to the general public during emergencies. Partici-.
pation in EBS by the broadcast media is voluntary..

- In this system, OTP has responsibility for overall policy,

for determination of White House requirements, and for the
procedures for the government control points. The FCC

has resvonsibility for interfacing with the broadcast
industry and seeking advice on system development and :
operations from_natronal,.state and local adV1sory committees.




2.

Assessment: The warning oversight policy function recom- =
mended by GAO is not currently assigned to any agency.
Essentially it is responsible for coordinating Federal
Warning policy and is consistent with the mission to be
undertaken by the new agency. It includes the development -
of national warning requirements for all emergencies and

the integration of program, operatlonal and audience re-
,qulrements into a balanced system,

Although most of the functions in OTP are scheduled to be trans-
ferred to the Department of Commerce, certain national security
telecommunications functions. will be retained in EOP agencies.
OTP believes the responsibility for EBS should remain with the
national security functions. However, all emergency'communif
cations functions would be centralized in the new agency. '
Placement of the EBS with the policy and planning activities

of other emergency communications systems should assure a

more integrated development of nationwide systems to meet the
requirements of national as well as state and local disasters.

Recommendation: Transfer these functions to the consolidated
agency. : . : :







APPENDIX J

Function/Program: Management of the Consequences of Terrorlst
C Inc1dents _

_Parent Agency/Location

FPA has been the locus of the minimal Federal planning
efforts for consequences management, but the authorltles for
“its 1nvolvement are unclear

eBackground/Functlon Description

In the past, terrorist incidents have been isolated with
only local impact. These have included bombings, hijackings,
kidnappings, arson, murder and extortion. Federal, State and
local law enforcement agencies have developed arrangements that
permit adequate response to these symbolic incidents. Experts
on terrorism predict an increase in the frequency of symbolic
“incidents, but, more importantly, many predict an increase in -
the seriousness and scope of attacks by extremist groups.
Terrorism could change from isolated events to coordinated
attacks causing major property damage, extensive loss of life,
.severe disruptions to resources, disruptions to the continuity
of government or situations of unique political significance.
This new dimension of the threat could cause more serious and . .
‘more nationally significant social, economic and political °
' consequences. : .

The Federal Government must be prepared to cope with the
broadest realistic range of such consequences from disruptive
terrorism. This preparedness effort must include provisions to:

"o deal with the incident as a criminal'act; and

o reduce the vulnerability of potential targets'
. of terrorlsm and manage and coordlnate rellef and long
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In contrast, the responsibilities for consequences manage-
ment are not clear. As a result, Federal agencies are reluctant
to plan or commit resources. The President has no one source he
can turn to, to report the damage incurred, resources available
to respond, and relief actions underway. To £fill the void, the
.new agency would monitor developing terrorist incidents and, as
required, report the status of consequences management efforts
to the President. Consequences management in terrorism would
. thus be a capability in the broad all-risk, all-emergency -
- functions of the agency. The vulnerability assessment activities
“of the new agency would be directed toward identification of '
.physical actions that might be taken to reduce damage against
specific kinds of targets, and identification of areas and types
of scenarlos that would require consequences management.

Immediately after a terrorist attack in cases where the
domestic situation would be so serious as to become a matter
of national security concern, it is anticipated that the SCC
and the White House Emergency Management Committee would meet
together and develop joint recommendations on response for the -
President. Staff support would be provided by both the new ‘
agency and the national security organizations. Federal efforts
to meet the crisis would employ the management and coordination
capabilities of both.

Recommendation

Assign responsibility to the consolidated agency for the
development of a Federal capablllty to respond to the conse~
- quences of disruptive terrorlsm.







" APPENDIX K

gFunction/Program; Dlsaster (Communlty) Preparedness Program

.Parent Agency/Location: Department of Commerce, NOAA, National
Weather Service

. Background/Function Description

Since 1973, the National Weather Service (NWS) has had a
- State and local disaster preparedness program with primary
.- emphasis on hurricanes, floods, and winter storms. Currently
“there are 18 meteorologists assigned to NWS field offices and
a headquarters staff of three professionals and a secretary
involved in the $900,000 program. For FY 79, OMB has approved
21 additional people and another million dollars for this
‘program. If approved by Congress, this will be a $2 million .
-program staffed by 43 people. ’ : ' '

Based on the original NOAA information submission, the
objective of the program "is to plan and develop preparedness
- programs designed to save lives and mitigate the social and
~economic impacts of natural disasters." The staff assists
" State and local agencies in developing natural disaster pre-
. paredness plans, works with these agencies in conducting
periodic disaster drills including school drills, ensures
"rapid dissemination of warnings, encourages proper response to
warnings, and enlists the aid of the media in informational-
- educational campaigns to increase public awareness of the threat
of natural disaster. The principal policy decisions "involve
sorting out the priorities in attacking the various problems
-associated with hurricanes, flood and flash floods, tornadoes,
and natural disasters." Most of the contacts of the staff are
either State/local civil defense agencies or agencies that the
civil defense staffs regularly contact. There is a formal :
agreement between DCPA and the NWS to cooperate on this program.




o collect information necessary for 1mprovement of
the overall State preparedness program including evalua-
tion of the level of preparedness:

o assist in the development and 1mplementatlon of
training and educational programs on disaster preparedness-

o  identify communities yvulnerable to natural dlsasters-
and participate in damage surveys and preparedness
investigations;

O prepare and disseminate weather forecasts (not .
over 25 percent of the time).

Typical publications developed under the program 1nclude.
"Tornado Preparedness Planning," "Guide for Flood and Flash
Flood Preparedness Planning" and "The Homeport Story. An
Imaginary City Gets Ready for a Hurricane."

‘Assessment

The purposes,. the people and agencies contacted, the
.suggested actions, and the program requirements of the NWS
disaster preparedness program are virtually identical to the
corresponding emergency preparedness elements of DCPA.
Separate. contacts by NWS personnel and DCPA personnel with
State and local agencies on highly related preparedness:
measures supports the perception and criticism of Federal
preparedness program fragmentation.

The NWS has a high degree of competence related to their
forecasting, warning dissemination and natural disaster risk
assessment (e.g., flood assessment) responsibilities. Trained
meteorologlsts and hydrologlsts are needed for these functlons.
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_ In responding to the PRP proposed transfer, NWS provided
"additional information to support their disagreement with the
proposal Their main reason for opposing the transfer is. . .-
"It is their [staff's] scientific and technical knowledge and
_'background——applied as an integral part of NWS's environmental -
forecast and warning service--that make their service so
essential to the overall preparedness program." The PrOJect
- staff believes these meteorological skills are essential to -
the risk assessment and warning responsibilities that are
“being retained by NWS, but they are not necessarily required
‘'skills for the preparedness functions. The staff agrees that
the non-transferred responsibilities are. . ."essential to the
overall preparedness program”" and for that reason the con- _
solidated agency must maintain close contact with the NWS, as -
it must with many other agencies having unlque technical
‘capabilities.

: Transfer of the preparedness program staff would have some
- operational impact on NWS field offices. Since up to 25 per-
cent of the staff's time is spent on forecasting dutles, these
responsibilities would have to be assumed by the remaining field
~office staff. In view of this objection, PRP has proposed a
compromise involving transfer of the headquarters staff and
only 75 percent of the field staff for a total of 33 persons.
Although the 10 retained staff members could not provide
~additional forecastlng assistance at all of the field offices,
adjustments in personnel ceilings and workloads. are probably
possible, particularly since most of the slots 1nvolved are
not. yet filled.

Non-transfer'of the preparedness program staff would also
“have some operational impact, but on the consolidated agency.
Other than the small FDAA preparedness staff (19 people), this .
is the:only natural dlsaster preparedness staff to be 1ncluded‘-

l,organlzatlon‘effort.7>



“




APPENDIX L

Function/Program- National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP)

Parent Agency Location- Housing and Urban Development
(Federal Insurance Administration)
Background/Wunction Description :

The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is’ adminis—
tered by the Office of Flood Insurance in the Federal In-
surance Administration (FIA) of HUD. 1Its two major objec-
tives are: (1) provision of flood insurance at a rate _
made affordable by a Federal subsidy, and; (2) promotion
of sound flood plain management practices by conditioning
insurance availability on community adoption of minimum

building and zoning standards for flood prone areas.

-The NFIP is by far the largest Federal program deSigned
for non-structural hazard mitigation. In FY 79 the NFIP
will spend $114 million on mitigative efforts while the -
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) will spend $8.2 million
for its non-structural flood plain management services.

The COE has discontinued its own flood plain identification:
efforts in favor of producing Flood Insurance Studies for
the NFIP and will do $15 million in reimburseable studies

~in PY 78.

Flood insurance is also the single alternative to ,
disaster relief following floods which in recent years have
constituted 75 percent of all major disaster declarations =

.and have absorbed 84 percent of individual assistance funds

expended for those declarations. Other proposals for hazard-
insurance with mitigation (e.g.. for earthquakes) are patterned
after the NFIP, placing this program in the lead position

for investigating further insurance alternatives to disaster
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Community participation grew slowly following enact-
ment of the law in 1968. However, when the 1973 Flood
Disaster Protection Act's sanction on mortgage lending
in the flood prone areas of non-complying communities took’
effect on July 1, 1975, participation nearly doubled.

Within the six months preceding that date 5,376 communities
joined the programs raising the total to 11,151. Last year
Congress repealed this sanction (Section 202 (b) of the 1973
Act) over HUD objections. Further attempts to erode the
program's legislation can be expected this spring.

Important insurance 1ndustry support for the program
has been weakened by the deteriorating relationship between
the FIA and the industry in recent years. This has been
caused in part by FIA's highly publicized investigations of
the industry (e.g. for red-lining). The controversy surround-
ing the January, 1978, change from joint industry-government
operation of the NFIP to a wholly government operated pro-
~ gram also contributed to this deterlorlatlon.

FIA also adm1n1sters a riot and crime insurance and re-
insurance program. This is budgeted for eight staff years,
though only 5.6 slots were filled in FY 1977. The agency
undertakes, from.time to time, investigatory and consulta-
tive assignments relating broadly to insurance though there’
is no specific statutory autharization for this function. -

Assessment

There are several arguments for assigning the NFIP to
‘the new agency:

1. The Flood Insurance Program's objectives and ,
act1v1t1es complement and_ 1n some cases, overlap respon51—

particularl : (a)w
ogram of” dlsaster preparedness plans fo
j2) Sectlon 201 (b) ' o
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2. It will provide a direct policy making and operation-
al link for the new agency to evaluate various alternative
'programs (preparedness, mitigation, insurance; relief, re-
covery) and develop cost benefit complementary objectlves
for all these. programs.

3. The~budget_for the program is embodied within the
total HUD appropriations. This places it in a subordinate’
competitive position for budget priorities. Aligning the
program with kindred functions in a smaller agency will
result in more eguitable consideration of program needs.

4. The program has come under Congressional attack at
least in part because its flood plain management restric-
tions are not popular with land developers and builders.
HUD has not been successful in defending the legislation
in recent years.

5. The flood insurance program now has direct hazard
. mitigation enforcement authority over 16,000 local governments.-
'This "clout," combined with the mitigation and planning
authorities of DCPA and FDAA, and NWS would provide increased
capability for fostering integrated disaster prevention,
‘response. and recovery plans within those communities.

6. FIA's crime and riot insurance programs are some-
what emergency-related in that they do address civil dis-
ruptions. Thus some justification exists for transferrlng
all of FIA to the new agency should HUD maintain its po-
‘sition that the 10 to 15 percent of FIA's staff remaining

after the NFIP transfer would be too small a group to
'effectlvely carry out their remaining functions.

- Several disadvantages are raised against the trans-
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5. The NFIP would no longer be housed in a Cabinet
level department and would be reduced in mnk by belng
included with other hazard reduction programs. .

Recommendation

It is difficult to see how the new agency can claim
comprehensive responsibility and leadership in hazard
mitigation if the principal program is in another agency.
In addition, the replacement of disaster relief with cost
effective flood insurance is a fiscally sound goal and
would be highlighted in an agency with a related mission.
The National Flood Insurance Progran should be transferred
to the new agency. ‘




=/




 APPENDIX M :

" Function/Program: National Fire Prevention and Control Program

'fDarenthgency Location: -Commerce (National Fire Preventlon and'
. _ ' Control Admlnlstratlon)

Background/Functlon Descrlptlon

- The NFPCA was established in October 1974 to carry out
the authorities of the Federal Fire Prevention and Control
‘Act (P.L. 93~-298). The functions provided for in that legis-~
lation, which were assigned specifically to the NFPCA in the '
»Department of Commerce by statute, 1nclude-

'1. Establish and administer a public 1nformatlon program
on flre prevention, mltlgatlon and control

2, Establlsh a National Academy of. Fire Prevention and -
'-Control to advance professional development in fire pre-
- vention and ‘control through tralnlng and educatlon.v_

3. Admlnlster a technology research program carrled out

by the National Bureau of Standards (Fire Research Center)
.to . develop and test systems and equipment, including ad-
vanced technology for improved fire Suppression, prevéntion,
mitigation and control, including the issuance and admin-
istration of grants and contracts to support such efforts.

4. Conduct studies and planning of operatlonal and systems
techniques for fire management, suppre531on and control

5. Operate-the National Fire Data Center forathe selectlon,
. analysis, publication and dissemination of information :
~on fire prevention,. occurrence, control and results of flres.




The Project has discussed the prooosed transfer exten51ve1y
with the Council of National Fire Serv1ce Organlzatlons whose
membership consists of:

= International Society of Fire Service Instructors

- International Assoc1at10n of Black Profess1ona1
Firefighters

- : Fire Marshals Assoc1atlon .0f North. Amerlca

- National Fire Protection Association -

- International Fire Service Training Assoc1atlon

"= International Association of Fire Chiefs

~ International Municipal Signal Association .

- International Association of Firefighters

~ National Association of Fire Science Admlnlstratlon o

- Metropolitan Committee of the International Assoc1atlon o
of Fire Chiefs,

- International Assoc¢iation of Arson Investlgators

L ”he Counc11 s principal interests concern ‘maintaining the
_integrity and national focus of the fire prevention program, and
the creation and funding of a Fire Service Academy. They are = |
concerned that fire programs and resources are not diffused by

- combination with other program elements of the new agency or

by regionalization of the program and are seeking assurance

that the program be transferred intact from Commerce. We antic. -
pate their strong endorsement of the recommended transfer provided
final organizational arrangements in the new agency meet these
objectives. .

The»Project believes that the nature and legislative
authorities, of the fire program warrant a separate and intact
. organizational. identity in the new agency, with the program's
" director, .at the Assistant Administrator level, reporting dlrectly
to the Administrator. . ThlS actlon w111 assure that the program s
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' The Department of Commerce recommends against the transfer
of NFPCA to the new agency In its view, thlS action would--

— diminish the attentlon now glven to the flre pre—

i (ventlon program by merging it 1n an agency with
-other disaster mitigation programs (e g floods,
earthquakes), : ‘ s

— separate it from 1ts key 1nst1tut10nal llnkage o
‘with the- Flre Research Center (NBS) 1n Commerce,_

~— weaken the program's focus on’ all levels of fire
transfer in an agency deallng to a large extent
with major emergenc1es.:“ _

I

Commerce also cites the probability that"reorganizatlon‘f
" would not be acceptable to the Congress and the flre serv1ce A
.communlty. : :

" The Project does not concur w1th the Commerce views that
NFPCA's transfer to the new agency will diminish its effective-
ness or focus particularly in light of.thevorganlzatlonal treat-
‘ment to be given to this program as outlined above.  The program
- should be 81gn1f1cantly ‘enhanced by the authorities’ and resources
of the new agency in such areas as 1nteragency coordination and
planning for fire mitigation standards .and 1ntergovernmental
efforts with State and local governments.. v =

We do not believe that separation of the program- from'
Commerce will adversely affect its performance in any way. - The _
agency's programs are not 1ntegral to DOC's pr1nc1pal responsi- -
bilities for business development and removal would cause -no
detriment to other departmental programs._ ‘Thé only significant
program 11nkage to DOC act1v1t1es 1s the admlnlstratlon of. the




— Coordination, planning and administration of a
program whose principal goals are hazard preven—
tion and control through enhanced training and -
education, technology, planning and standards.

— Extensive interagency coordination and planning
- within Federal agencies sharing responsibilities
for fire mitigation, prevention and control (e. d.,
HUD, HEW).

Fire prevention and suppression resources (fire depart-
ments) are key elements of State and local government -
for both planning and response to all forms of emer-
gencies. Consolidation of the program will provide a
vital linkage for the new agency within these resources
to meet its fire prevention and control responsibilities

.as well as complement and support its full- range of

emergency functlons.

Transfer to the new agency will provide a basis for
"better assessing the competing Federal resources
commitments for the full range of emergency functions
and respon31b111t1es (mitigation, preparedness, relief
and recovery) and making ad]ustments to priorities: to
meet those threats which are most demanding.
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